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WIe 9 107 b . Gt; 
| my be of the Hiſtoi re of Baxt 
Life, and Titnes, FT one I was not a 255 concerned to od 
ſuch Accuſations ere againſt Conformity t the Church 


+ England, and eſpecially Miniſterial Conformity. Tbie 
Concers led me th and impartially to examine T Baie 


T found there alleged; which I thought was a Duty FT owed to 


ny. ſelf, and my own private Peace aud Satis, attton. Aud a 
ve are naturally apt to think that what appears very ſa -- 
fory to our ſelves, may poſſibly bring Satisfaction to the 
of others; ſo I was willing to hope (but not upon my own Fudy< |. 
ment only V that a fair Repreſentation of thoſe Arguments, 


nds 


which ſeemed ſo convincing to my ſelf in this Cane, e,mght prove 


uſeful to ſome others; and help to remove their Prejudices, and 
recommend Conformity to them. With this View I firſt drew 
up theſe Papers in this Form and now e them to the 
World for theſe Two Ends, 


| Firſt, To vindicats the conformin 0 ergy 7 7 ie 
the Terms of their Conformity to the Chats England 
From all falſe Repreſentations, and Objections that have no juſt 
Foundation. 2 who ſeriouſly conform as Miniſters to this 
Church, cannot be willing to be accounted what oſs oe 
onght to be: and cannot be content to fit down, and ſu ſuff er our 
Prafice to be Or] ſented as a * ＋ the Bac keſt and 
moſt, unpardona 
putation as we are Men; and more as we are Miniſters 
the Succeſsof that great 'Charge v we bave undertaken Jepents 


43 : 5 


le Crimes, We owe ſomething to our owt 1 as; 
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The PR E F A CE. 


very much upon it ; and as the Blemiſhes that are caſt upon it, 
reflect a Diſhonour upon Religion it ſelf. If 11 Accufations 


which Mr. Calamy bath brought againſt Miniſterial Confor- 


mity be received as built upon good Reaſons, the Conſequence 
will be, that we muſt be accounted guilty of as many and great 
Crimes as it is well poſible for any Men to be guilty of. Ido 
not ſay that it was this Author's Deſigu, in reviving theſe Heads 
of Nonconformity, to leſſen the Reputation, or blacken the 
Character, of any of his Neighbours : for I have too good an 
Opinion of bim to think: him capable of - ſuch a Deſign. But 
T fay that conſidering the Manner in which they are repreſent- 
ed to bis Readers, and the. Inſinuat ions often ' drop'd in their 
Way, it is too probable that Multitndes will embrace them as 
Truth, and be led by them-to judge Miniſterial Conformity 
a Sin of a very bigh nature: which indeed it muſt be, if theſe 
Repreſentations be reaſonable. It cannot therefore bethought 
an unbecommg Attempt, to endeavour to convince the World 


that they are not reaſonable ; that ſo the Reputation of a whole 
Society of Men may not ſuffer unjuſtly in the tendereſt Point: 


I mean their Honeſty and Integrity. 


theſe Papers 1s, to ſatisfy thoſe who ſtill continue to diſſent from 
ws, I mean ſuch of them as Mr. Calamy, and Thoſe whoſe 
Cauſe he pleads in a peculiar manner : whoſe Separation, tho 
not accompanied with ſuch violence and heat; yet carries along 
with it more of Myſtery, and is more unaccountable than the Se- 


. Secondly, What I C pro ofe by the Publication of 
0 


5 2 of thoſe who ars at a greater diſtance from us. But 


ow unaccountable ſoever it appear, it cannot but become us to 
do all we can for their Satisfaction. For if we think they are 
very much to blame in continuing their Separation, we cannot 


but heartily wiſh they would unite with us. And if we beartily 
wiſh this, we ſhall not inſult or triumph over them, but endea- 


vour to convince them ; to remove what we judge to be Prejudi- 


ces, and to ſet Things in a due Light before their Eyes. This 


p 


what I have attempted : and there is ſomewhat both in the 
rinciples and Practice of theſe Per ſons, which ſuffers me not 


to think it altogether an hopeleſs Attempt, 


Theſe 


e 


The PREFACE 
F Theſe are the Ends Ipropoſe: and this ĩs all I have to ſay for 
the Publication of this Reply. i 


In it I have concerned my ſelf only with the preſent Times; 
judging this to be the propereſt Method towards the bealing our 
Breaches, to ſheak of things as they are nom: and —_—_ 0 
thers the Glory of raking into the Tran ſactions of ormer Iimes, 
and heaping together biſtorical Accounts of what ane no- 
thing to the Cauſe, but tends only to exaſperate Men's nds 
to open our Wounds anew, and make them bleed afreſh ; to raſe 
the Paſſions, and caſt a Cloud before the Fudgment, of theRea- 
ders. I confeſs I could not anſwer to my own Conſcience any 
ſuch Attempt, which naturally tends to perpetuate our Diviſions. 
Characters are eafily given, both bad and good. An Hiſtory in 
favour of any one Farty Is eafily compiled. It is ea to ick 
out all the Evil that appears in Men of 4 Deſigns 1 5 
onr ſelves, and to aft by all the Good, It is ealy to ſurmſe 
more Evil than what appears, and to produce theſe 77 5 


where we want better frogs Aud it 1s 75 on all ſides, to 


make Harangues to move the Pity and Compaſſion of the People. 
But what Wounds can we heal in this way © what Advances to- 
wards Peace can we make while we are producing what muſt in- 


cenſe us againſt one another © One would think it were time nos 


to ſuffer the Paſſions of Men to cool, and to addreſs onlyto 
they Reaſon and Fudgmtht, foo „„ 


And it is to the Reaſon aud Fudgmeiit of Men bete appeal: 
regarding nothing in Mr, Calamy's Book but the Tenth Chap 
ter; and nothing in I hat but what refers to the State oft 
Caſe ns it is at this time, in which only we are concern d; 
nothing but what He himſelf, at the end of the Ninth Chap- 


ter, calls the Stable Principles upon which Nonconformi- 
ty is ſtill bottomed, | 


Throughout the whole I have Hrickiy obliged my ff to ſay 


nothing but what appeared to me truly fitted to the 


u po ſe for 
which I produce it. And in all that [have alleged I fs had 
| A 4 | only 
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only a 4 70 le hat appeared 5 2 7. and trie, a 


concerned. "If e Yo, 74 am not. at a 


li 
tous about any thing fart her. I defire it ſhould ftand, or al hs 
it agrees 4, l 125 with 176 and 12 Gaſpel: and ac- 


cordin very fre efend it , Or very ready to re- 
8 75 755 e * to ſam not rigid enough, 
aud to othe}s,to0 rigid; 255 ma Jo remembred, that my 
Bufine eſt mas i candle, Fay erms Conformity at they are 
in themſetves'; ; Hot as this of that Per ſon defires they ſhould be, I 


| go Fa 1 l to defend them as they are: But haue nat 


ed to alter them upon my own Authority, either in order to 
make them appear more odtous, or. more agreeable, ta the Dil 


ting them at a greater | rom the Church: and on the 


enters. I conld 1 nevi af Sd 25 elf to have any. Part in ſet- 


iflance 


defer band, T Are Judge it but an odd, and very unlikely Way, 


20 win # pon f hem to repreſent the Terms of Conformity more 
Seelen to rhei, M 125 15 I gould perſuade them to be- 
hs that they, nere truly mhat Ireprefent then to be. 


| What. Eyrora there are. in the St) yle, ( for that there may 


0 A , Tam 1 ſenſible JT Fir faul: uch, a will not di- 


farb the Senſe, of bide the Force of the Argument ; and there- 
fore pardovable. | 

F have his" more to 444 but my Requeſt 1 to oo Rea- 
der, that He would bring an bone Heart along with him; 
and my Prayers ta God, that he would give a Bleſing to what 
Fla here ad poſed, as far as it is fitted tothe. promoting bis 
Boas and the N ng Reet and _— among | Chriſtians. 
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HE Deſign of the following Papers is ſo juſti- 
fable, how mean ſoever they be in them- 
ſelves, that T need not uſe many Words to 
engage you to receive them With all Candour 
and Goodneſs. I am onę who ſincerely deſire a greater 
Union amongſt Eugliſh Proteſtants than we are yet arrived 
at: And tho the method in which I now propoſe to do 
ſomewhat towards this, be perhaps not the moſt agreeable 
to your Wiſhes, Yet it muſt, be acceptable to you, as 
ou profeſs your ſelves willing to attend to any offers 
that are made this way; and ready to conform, if your. . « } 


ObjeRions can be fairly removed. To 
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2 The Reaſomableneſs of Conformity. 


Now the Reaſons, on which your whole Cauſe is built, 

I find collected by Mr. Calamy in his tenth Chapter of the 

Life of Mr. Baxter: And they are thought to be there re- 

preſented with the utmoſt force, and after the moſt con- 

vincing manner pofüble. The beſt method therefore, I 
tan think of to purſue my Deſign in, will be this; 


I. To anſwer the Objefions there advanc'd againſt the 
Terms of Mini ſterial Conformity in our Church. 
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II. Toſhew that the Arguments there propoſed, in 
defenſe of your Selves, are not ſufficient to juſtify 77 1 
Separation, even ſuppoſing thefe Terms of Minifterial Con- 


Formit y to be unreaſonable, 
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III. To conſider what is there offer d for the Vindica ; 


— —— — 


ö 
| tion of the Diſſenting Laity. 

if Only I defire it may be remembred that I confine my 
felf to the preſent Times; and ſpeak to thoſe of Youwho 
continue to ſeparate from the Church, for the Reaſons 
there reprefented. OH ennie 


 _— m__ . 
r * ——— — —-— 
— - be os * 4 * * 


I. Iſhall conſider thoſe Terms of Miniſterial Conformity, 
Which are there repreſented as Unreaſonable. | 
Now, of the five Terms there produc'd, there are but 
hree whichare at preſent the Terms of Miniterial Con- 
formity in the Church of England: And they are theſes , 


I. They that will minifter in our Church muſt be or- 
dain'd by Biſhops. PEE te | 72:14 


II. They muſt declare their unfeigned Aſſent, and Com 
5 to all and every thing contdin d, and preſcril d, in, and 
by the Book of Common-Prayer, and adminiſtration of the Sa- 
eraments and other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church of 
England: together with the Pſalter; and the Form and man- 
ner of making, ordaining, and conſecrating of Biſhops, Prieſts 
and Deacons, They mult likewiſe make an equivalent Sub- 
ſcription, FVV 
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III. They muſt take the Oath-of Canonical Obedience, 

and Swear Subjection td their Ordinary, according to the 
i HIER ef 19005 790 ese 
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I. They that will Mini ßer in this Chureh muff be 


ordain d by Biſhops. TheChurth of England is indeed an 


Epiſcopal Church. We think we can demonſtrate that in 
the Primitive times the adminiſtration of Eccleſiaſtical 
Affairs was in the Hands of Biſhops, who had Presbyters 
ſubject to them; that as the Apoſtles maintain d a ſuperi- 


N ority over the Presbytersof the Churches they conſtituted, 


fo upon occaſion of their abſence; they ſetled others iin 


1 this Superiority; that as theſe thus ſucceeding the Apo- 
4 ſtles had the 


er of Ordination committed to them, ſo 
their Succeſſors in the following Ages claim'd this Power 
as their Right, and look'd upon Ordination to be their 
Office in the regular Courſe of Things. No wonder then 
that we require all that come into the Miniſtry, to come 
in at this Door, which we think open'd for that purpoſe 
by the Apoſles. Nor do I find that any of the Objecti- 
ons You here urge againſt this do ſignify that Ordination, 
in the regular courſè of Things, ought to be adminiſtred 
without Bz/bops. But all that is objected is a difficulty a- 
riſing from your having been before ordain'd without 
Biſhops; which Ordination 2 cannot renounce, as you 
muſt do, in effect, if you ſubmit to Epiſcopal Ordination. 
Taking it, therefore, for granted, becauſe I find nothing 
alleg d againſt it, that regularly Oe dination is not to be 
adminiſtred without the Biſbop, I ſhall © 
1. Give an account why this is infiſted on, -- 


2. Anſwer your ſeruples againſt complying with it, 


as I find them expreſs'd by Mr. Calamy. Premiſing on 

ly this, that ſincè moſt of Lou came into the Miniſtry = 
lince the reſtauration of Hpiſcopacy, and therefore have 
brought this difficulty voluntarity upon your ſelves; re | 
fuſing wittingly and confiderately either to conform as 
Lay men, or to 8 Biſhops, it ſeems a wonder 
3 2 END to 


4 1he Redſonableneſs of Conforthity. 

to us that you ſnould not be more willing to ſubmit in 
this Point, and to make ſome recompenſe for this nòto- 
rious neglect put upon the Epiſcopal Office, than to 
ſearch out Objections againſt it. Much more do we find 
reaſon to wonder that, inſtead of recommending Lay- 
Conformity to Thoſe whoſe Conſciences could heartily ap- 
prove of it, and an Education in another. way, you 
Kill continue to adviſe, prepare, and ordain others to 
the Miniſtry; by that means laying what you account 
an inſuperable difficulty, which would otherwiſe be 


wanting, in the way towards ſuch an Union as E ſay 
t 


you deſire. Pardon us, if we cannot think that this 
practice is agreeable to that deſire of Peace and Concord 
you-expreſs, which ſeems to us as if You rather defir'd 
to prevent it, unleſs it could be brought about wholly in 
your own way. ButIreturn | | 
1. To give ſome account why this Re-ordination is in- 
ſiſted upon, and propoſe ſome reaſons why it may be 
ſubmitted to. Now the reaſonableneſs of infiſting upon 
this appears from this one propoſition, the truth of which 
to us is plain, acknowledg'd by Mr. Baxter, and not in 
the leaſt called in queſtion in any of your reaſonings on 
tmhis Head; viz. Hat Epiſcopal Ordination 

8 E the Abridg- is the regular orderly Ordination ſetled in the 
Banter 1%, Church of Cbrift. This being ſo: as Mr. 
p. 129. Baxter judges (in his diſputation with Mr. 
. ._ » Johnſon) that the end why we are pbliged to. ſeek 
Ordinati:# rather from an Eccleſiaſtical Officer than from a 
Magiſtrate, &c. is, becauſe God bath appointed him for order 


ſake, and to prevent Intruſiens and Abuſes; ſo we argue, 


that the Reaſon why we are obliged to ſeek Ordination 
from a Biſhop, rather than from Presbyters without a Bi- 
ſhop, is becauſe God hath appointed Him for order ſake, 
and to prevent Int7»frons and Abuſes; And becauſe thegos 
ing out of this ſetled way, though it be into another 
which poſſibly might prevent Intruſions and Abu ſes as 
well, were it the ſetled way, gives too much encou- 
ragement and too much room for Intrnſiom and Abuſes. 
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ty, or when this neceſſi i 
couragement to ſuch deviations; and a! Regular Ordina- 
tion is to be ſought for. That, therefore, it is not the 


The Reafonablentſs of Conformity. 
As we think with Mr. Baxter that Neceſti- „ 
* 2 N 0 bid. 
ty only can-anfiver for the irregularity of Or= | 77; 
ination; ſo we think that where there is no neceſſi· 


a | 
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ceaſes, God gives no en- 


ſolemnity of the work, the care talen, the fitneſs of the Pyr ſon, 
the faſting and Prayer, that can excuſe the neglect of this, 


br be accounted ſufficient without this; becauſe this is the 


method deliver d down to us from the Apoſtles times, 
and the departing from this tends to the overthrow of all 
Order. nor can We ſuppoſe that Almighty God ſupplies 


the want of it, when no neceſſity can be pleaded, be- 
+ cauſe He is the God of Order, and not of BREE : 
Z Confuſion. We judge with, Mr. Baxter, © 


that Per ſons (let them be never ſo well qualiffed) are to ſeek 
an orderlyadmi ſion, and make others the Fudges of their quali- 
Fcations: And imagining our method to be the orderly and 
ſetled method from the Primitive Ages, where we ſee it 
neglected, hen there is no neceſſity, we think in Juſtice, 
we cannot acknowledge thoſe who depart from it approy 
ved of God in ſetting apart themſelves forthe Miniſtry. 
We dare not think that He allows ſo great a negle&caft 
upon the Order ſetled in his Church; and we dare not 


in our Conſciences give any encouragement to a method 


which has diſunited a whole Nation from their Biſpopsz 
and ſuch an encouragement as would be in effect, an ac- 
knowledgment that God approves of Irregular Ordinati- 
ons upon no neceſſity, and would tend to introduce ſtill 
more and more Irregular Ordination, when ever any ne- 
ceſſity ſnould be pretended. This we dare not do. And 
taking this to be your Caſe; that you have neglected 
the way ſetled inthe Church; and, when no neceſſity 
urged, put your ſelves into the Miniſtry in another man- 

ner;we cannot think it hard, that you ſhould receive Or- 
ders in a regular way. This will indeed be an ackneu- 
Jedgment that you have been in an errour: but ſurely 
chis conſideration will pot weigh more with good Men 
. — dun 


—_- 


— 


and fo great a ſtop to irregularity and confuſion. 
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6 The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 


than the Univerſal good; and the ſeryice you may do by. 


giving ſo publick a teſtimony to Order, and Inſtitution, 
Upon 
the whole, we think that, according to Mr. Baxter, We 
may inſiſt upon this; z Nay and ought, as long as we are 
an . urch. For it was his opinion (as is plain 
from the occaſion of that Paper I have now refer d to) that 
nothing but neceſſity can excuſe thoſe whonegle& Ep fo 
copal Ordination; and that their Irregular Ordination, when 
there is no neceſſity for it, is not 2pprov'd by God. 1 
confeſs this argument ſuppoſes Vou to have no neceſſity 
laid upon you, which I ſhall now ſay ſomewhat to. 
You know it is an eaſy thing to plead neceſſity. And there 
is no end of Irregularities, if any Neceſity be admitted but 
what is moſt apparent: for it is then only that God can 
be ſaid plainly to require Men to go out of the Commo 
way; or to approve their Irregular Proceedings. And i i 
you can prove that any ſuch Neceſſity was laid upon 
You to have recourſe to irregular ways; I promiſe, for 
my part, to believe that God approv'd your ordination, 
and does approve it as long as that neceſſity laſts. If 
You cannot, We cannot believe it; and are in conſcience 
bound not to prevaricate, and caſt the greateſt reflexion 
imaginable upon regular Ordination. 
Let us now, therefore, N whether there be ſach an 


undeniab le neceſſity for your o + whether the ſafety of the 
lo 


Church. be at Stake, got. the Salvation of Men's Souls ; or 
whether: there be any other reaſon ſufficient to juſtify 
your icregular Proceeding. And give me leave upon this 
to aſk Lou theſe following Queſtzons: 

Are the Terms of Minifttrial Conformity ſo unrea ſonable 
in the Church of England; that very many Conſcientious, 
Uſeful „Judicious, Pious, Excellent, Laborious Men have 
dot conform d, and do not daily conform, as Miniſters? 
Mr. Baxte/ acknowleds 4, and all wuſt acknowledge, 
there are, and have been many ſuch Men. 

Are there any means neceſſary to the Peop les Sal- 
vation wanting in the Park of England? fIs — not a 
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The Renſonableneſs of Conformity. 7 
pious and uſeful Liturgy to aſſiſt their publick Devoti- 
ons? Are there not Chapters out of God's Word every 
day read to them? Is not the whole Will of God declared 
to them? Is there any thing in the adminiſtration of the 
Sacraments, contrary to the main deſign of the Goſpel, 
or deſtructive of Salvation? | 

Is there any one thing, plainly declared to be the 
duty of a Miniſter in the Goſpel, and ſuch a Dnty as 1s 
neceſſary either tothe Preſervation of the Church, or the 
Salvation of Mankind, that a'Miniſter in the Church of 
ar vn cannot legally do? Cannot He exhort, eprove, 

e inſtant, inſtruct, admoniſn in private and in publick and 
refuſe the Hbly Communion to any ſcandalous C r:#t1-ns. 
If there be any thing elſe You imagine convenient, 
which He cannot do; Is it fo neceſſary, that the State of 
Chriſtianity, - and the Salvatiou of the People depend 
upon it; Ja neceſfary, that you are obliged to be or- 
dain'd after an irre, ula/ manner to make your ſelves ca- 


pable of performing it? 


Or, Is this the reaſon you put your ſelves into the Mi- 
niſtry becauſe there are very fe in the Church of Exg- 
land that take any care of Souls; and that there is great 
occaſion for your help? If it be, why do ye officiate 
where there js no ſuch occaſion for you; where no want 
of the means of Selpation can be pretended? Or, if yon 
ſay thexe is ng&4 eyery where of all that will labour in 
the, Miniſtry, Conſider whether this will not be a plea 
for. the moſt unqualified in the world; and give occaſion, 


whether You will or no, to thegreateſt irregularities ima» 

ginable; for where can we ſtop in t7regularities, if we ju 

tify thoſe, for which there is no abfolute neceſſity 2? 

- . Suppofing the Terms of Epiſcopal Ordination unreaſo- 

nable; Cau the 175 you propoſe to do in an 1r7egulay 
1 


* 


way, countervail the.miſchief of ſuch irregularities, ta- 


King into the account,'on one fide, the good you could 


do in your private Capacities; if you remain d Lay-men; 


and, on the other fide, thedividing Principles, the Heats, 


the Uncharitableneſs, the Indecenciesyou encburage, and 


propagate, whether you deſign it or no? Or, 


$ The Reaſynablencfe of Conformity 


- Or,Muſt you be ordain'd to the Miniſtry for the benefit 
of thoſe amongſt the People who cannot ſubmit to the ad- 
miniſtration of the Sacraments according to the Uſe of 
the Church of England? And are you forc'd to this irregu- 
lar way, on this account? If this were truly the reaſon, 
you would certainly preſs Conformity upon thoſe who can 
Jubmit to it; You would receive and encourage no ſuch; 
you would help in the remoyal of thoſe prejudices and 
groundleſs ſcruples, and teach them how to tolerate what 

they cannot amend; and, agreeably to this, yau would 
receive none but ſuch as had invincible ohjections againſt 
Communiqn with our Church. But not ſeeing à praftice 
correſpondent to this plea, we cannot ching this to be 
the true Reaſon. But if it be, we deſire yoꝑ to conſider, 
whether you do not by this give too much countenance 
to contempt ofall Eccleſiaſtical Authority whether you 
do not give too much enconragement to thaſe who ſe- 
parate from us with the rankeſt uncharitableneſs ; and 
receive and cheriſh thoſe who rail at our whole worſhip 
as Idolatrouꝛ, Antichriftian, Popiſh,” and intolerable; or, 
whether it be fit, that they who think ſuch Prejudices 

- groundleſs, ſhould: be ſo fond of adding life and continu- 

ance to them, as, rather than not do it, to, tranſgreſs 

the order ſetled in the Church; nn... 
The Queſtion is, what neceſſity is there for your Or- 
dination in the Miniſtry? and when you have thought 
of this xeceſity, ſee if the ſame neceſſity may not be plead- 
ed for farther irregularities, ſee if it mi ght not have been 
plealed-inall ages of the Church; and conſider whether 


- 


ſuch anwarraztable or dinatiqns do not tend to the contempt | 


of all Tfitutions and Ordinances; as we judge they do. 
12 Die and ſuch like, conſidered, and an- 


wer d, with all the ſeriouſneſs the ſubject requires, if they 


do not ſatisfy you, yet they will ſerve to give you fome 
accopnt why we in ſiſt upon Epiſcopal Ordination, -arid 
dare not giye ſo open an encouragement to Irregularityas 
WWW 

* Fpiſcopal Oratration (ſays Mr. Baxter) is to pe fought 
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Tha Reaſonablneſs of Conformity. -v 


for; and where there is not an abſolute neceſſity, God 
does not approve of irregular Ordivations,, ©. , 
Jou have nota neceſſity (as we judge) ſo abſolute and 
ſo apparent, as will juſtify that negle& you have put up- 
on the ſetled Order of the Church, and the irregular me- 
thod you have taken; e 
Therefore, we dare not act as if we thought God had 
approv'd your Ordination, till you ſhew us this manifeſt 

and undeniable neceſſity z and ſodare not acknowledge 
you Miniſters without Eprſcopal Ordinatioan. 


. 


And we judge it very hard, that this ſhould be num- 
ber'd amongſt the unreaſonable Terms of Miniſterial Con- 
Formity; when we think the whole point is, whether the 
other terms be unreaſonable, and ſufficient to juſtify a 
Feparation, or no. For, if they be, and it can be prov dz 
10 prove ſuch à neceſſity as will juſtify regular Or- 
4 ations, and demonſtrate that God approv'd your. Qrdi- 

nation: But if they be not, then no ſuch neceſſity was. 

laid upon you; and it cannot be prov'd that God 2 4 


prov'd your Ordination, or that it 1s hard for you to lu 
And we deſire you to conſider, whether, whilſt you ar- 
gue againſt this under the general name of Diſſent eri, you 
to not argue for many Ignorant Mechanicks,who cannot 
Properly be ſaid to have had any ordination but a pretend- 
ed inward Call; and for a great number of 

Men, of whom Mr. Baxter complain'd long 46ri2zment, p. 
ago that they made too light of Ordination. 


i - 
: — 


One thing more Tam led to ſay upon this Subject, and 
that is, ſuppoſing there was a neceſſity of ſeeking Irregular 
Ordination, ſuch a neceility as aroſe only from the bad- 
neſs of the times, when Biſhops were put down in Evgland, 
which we are allow'd by Mr. Calamy to think Mas the 
caſe of the ejedtel Miniſfers: yet this neceſſity could juſti- 
fy the Ordination no longer than it laſted; and when cok 


were reſtor d, the Ordination was null, and anotker to be 
ſought for in a regular way, This & ſay, ſuppoſing this 

truly the caſe, and the irregular practice grounded only 
T1! Þ DA iN LION THF 7 «dd 


{ + 15 2 { 


4 ; "oP & - 1 0 on 
<A vp 


i* 
2 

5 

15 1 
, 


— — 


— one's 
2 _ — * 
I — — * — — <—_ = — 
„ —ͤ——— ——' — . ˙——2 —— 
— — As -- —_— 
. . — 9 — 


A | pon this reaſdn; and this Mr. Barter leads 


ves a Man a Licenſe to practice Phyſick, in an gxtragrdinary 


As, therefore, in theſe caſes, Neteſſty gives aCommiſlion to 
_"thefe Perſons, and we allow of this neceſſity , as they 


x the Caſes before-mention'd. | I 


10 The Redfmableneſt of Conformity: 
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p. 131. me to, by the. parallel inſtances He pro- 
aan dyces in his Paper about regular Ordinati- 
om. They are theſe. In an aſſfault of an Enemy, and 
the abſence of a Commander, an experienc'd Soldier who 2 9 +» 
commiſſion may ſupply the place 70 Commander, The necel- 
ſity anſwers for the i77egularity, while the neceſſity laſts. 
But would He be acknowledg'd a Commander, if, when 
there is no neceſſity, He ſhoyld ſtill pretend to that office 
without another e way: Neceſiity 


'&ſe, and when He can have no Licenſe ing regular way. 
Has He therefbre a Licenſe ta practice when Vis necelli- 
ty is gone? or. does that Lise which neceſſity gives 
Taft any longer than the neceſſity it fel 


At a time when it is impollible to procure ; Comm 
| [HC 


on from the King, ſuppoſe any Perſon, upon the manifeſt 
danger of that dg lem, ſhould he Bare Him te be 
Lord Deputy of Ireland, that neceflity would make all 
"His acts valid whilft it laſted : but when He could haye a 
formal Commiſſion from the King, and would nat; is it fit 
He ſhould be acknowledged as Governor? or, Ie the Power, 
which neceſſity convey d to him, after that to be obey de 


have as much power to act upon this neceſſity, as if they 
had a Commiſion in the moſt regular way; wh they 
cannot be acknowleꝗg d to act by Commiſſion when they 
Aa but will not, have it in a regular way, and the ne- 
coſſit y ceaſes: ſo let it be in the caſe before us. A real 
neceſſity gives you a Commilſion to act, and to go out 
.of the regular way. This neceſſity makes all your acts 
valid whillt it laſts: and they remain valid becauſe they 
depend entirely upon the Power you had at the time th 
ere done, and not at all upon the Power you have af 


- 


terwards. But if y'qp refuſe to take cut commiſſions ina 
Fegntar way, wen that neceſſitq is gone; you bave no 


mare preteuſe to Power and Authority, than the Perſons 
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The Neæaſanablene ſa of Conformity. IF 
l ſee not what. can be objected here, unleſs it be this, 
Since we allow you no Authority in what you do now; 
and do not think that God approves of your Ordination, 
now you may have Epiſcopal Ordination, and refuſe it, 
hy do we not inſiſt upon the rebaptizing of thoſe who are 
lantir 2 by you, &c.? why do we allow your acts valid 
now we grant no neceſſity? to which Mr. 11 F 
Baxter furniſhes peat a reply. If the Lord. P. "35; : 
Deputy of Ireland were ead,and one ſhould ſo counterfeit the 
King's Hand and Seal, as that the Nobles and People could not 
diſcern it, audſbanld anne x this to a grant for the Hace, and ſbem 
it to the Peaple, and claim the Power by it; if this Man continue 
the-exerciſe of this Power for a Tear before the deceit be diſco- 
pered, all bis ations muſt be valid as to the Benefit of the Com- 
monwealth, tho they are e to Himſelf. From which 
1 0 plain, That asthe honeſt People ought not to ſuffer for 
the treaſon of their S Governor; ſo God will take 
care that the truly honeſt People ſhall receive no hurt for 
the fault of others; that, as the King may approve of the 
actions themſelves, as they reſpect the people; and yet 
not approve of the Fer ſon's pretenſions io his authority; 
ſo Almighty God may approve of the actions of Minzfers 
as they reſpectthehoneſt andwell-meaning Teople;and yer 
not approve at all of the Miniſtry conſider d as ſuchʒ tha 
as the Governors actions were valid tho He had really ne 
commiſſion ;; ſo the actions of a Miniſter may be valid, and 


yet his Ordination no proper Ordination; which was the 


thing Ideſign d to prove from this inſtance. Indeed Mr. 
Baxter ſeems juſt before, to lay it don for a truth, that if 
the actions are not uull, neither can the ondinatiions. But, if this 
inſtance do not plainly, prove the contrary, I confeſs I 
cannot underſtand. it, vis. that the ordination way be bu 
at all, and yet the actious not null. For it is the ſtance 
of que-who.has.yo commiſſion, but is guilty of Treaſon 
in hat he does; and yet the People are nat to ſuffer for 
this, becauſe it was impoſſible for them to diſcern it: and 
o his actions are not null: and yet he muſt have a en 
Commyllon from the Ning before He can gc in that pe 
2 | * 0”. 
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9 775 The parallel to this Governouy and his Prople, ig 
the Minifter and his Perple. As the Governour has no au- 
thority, and yet his acts are valid: ſo the Miniſter may 
hzve no authority, from God; on his part and yet his ac- 
tions may be valid as to the people; Almighty God not 
permitting them to ſuffer for the fault of others. 
Ihis too may ferve to give ſome account of the ble ſing 


of Heaven attending yon/ ele Miniſtrations, which you 


em to us to ſpeak of, top often; becauſe if this may be 
allowed as an argument that God apprqv'd your ordina- 
Yon, all Parties in the World will claim it; and the moſt 
Fyegila/ will plead it, and patronize under it the greateft 
r imaginable. Pray confider this, Here is a 
5 tende Gonernour with no Commiſton : many of his acti- 
ns are perhaps fot. the good of the Common. wealth and 


yet this is no argument that he had a Commiſfon, or that 


the-: King approv'd of his acting in his name. So here 
The Actions of a Miniffer may be for the good of many 
Honeſt Per ſons; and yet this is no Argument that God 
approves his I+regnlar Ordination. The ; mn, when- 
ever it is. is a reward to the Honeſty of the well-mean+ 
ing People ; and ought not to be interpreted 2s an appro- 
ation of the Authority ofthe Minifter : as the King's per- 
mitting the actions of that pretended Governour to be 
X ſty of the People who could not 
find out the deceit ; but cannot be thought an approbati- 
on of the 3 of that Perſon, who was guilty of 

u, in counterfeiting his Hand and Se. 
Ihe reſult of whAt 1 have ſaid 38 this. Thoſe of you 


who were ordain'd by Presbyters, without Biſhops, becauſe 


- 


Epiſcopad Or dindt ihn could not be had, (which Mr.JCala- 


my gives us leave to take for the true reaſon,) we ac- 


knowledge to have had a veal Ordination; and your 


Autherity to have laſted as long as that neceſſity 
Jaſted; end conſequently, all your Acts valid, even 


Sto the antho/ity cf them; this neceſity making them 
, as effectually as if you had had regular Ordination But 
nes re a" 

ledge 
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The. Reaſonableneſs of .Conforrftiity;” tg 
kdge an authority founded only upon a caſe of neceſſity, 
without a regular Commiſſion, when it might be had; than 
we dare acknowledge him to be truly the King's Vicege- 
rent, who; becaufe, in Caſe of abſolute Neceſſity, he had 
the Command of a Country without a regular Commiſiem, 
therefore when he can heve this regular Commiſion, refuſes 
to take it. Thoſe of you who have ſince the Re-eftabliſh- 
ment of Epi ſopacy refus'd either to conform as Laymen, 
or. to enter into the Miniſtry at this Door; after our moſt 
ſerious Confideration, we cannot but judge to have put 
an open and viſible Neglect upon Regular Ordination, 
without an apparent Neceſſity; giving occaſion by this 
means to more grievous Irregularitzes. And therefore, 
tho' we think your Actions valid, thro' the Mercy of God, 
to honeſt and well-meaning People; yet we dare not ſay 
that God approves your Ordination in away we take to 
be ir / egular; nor can we conſent by our Actions to give 
Encouragement to ſuch Doctrines as this, Tat Regnlarity. 
is not to be regarded, whenever any Per ſons will pretend a Ne- 
ceſity: for thither this tends, how: little ſoever you deſign 
it. Conſider this, and ſee if there be no reaſon why you 
ſhould comply in this Point; at leaſt, if there be no rea- 
ſon for us to requeſt you not to go on to lay this unneceſ- 


tary Bar in the way of others. 
2. Having thus given ſome Account of the Reaſons of 


what we require in this Point; I wilb now conſider thoſe 
Objections I find offer'd in your Names againſt it. A; 
mongſt which I do not find any taken from the Unrea- 
fonableneſs of Epiſcopal Ordination; or any thing ſaid 
againſt it; but all that is objected is drawn from that un- 
happy Circumſtance of an Ordination before. And this 
being ſtill the Caſe; I ſhall endeavour, if what have ſaid 
before be not ſatisfactory, to remove theſe Scruples. What 
I find urg'd is comprehended under theſe Three Heads. 
I. The Peace of your own Conſciences. 2. The Cre- 
dit of the Reform'd Churches abroad. 3. The Scruples 

of your own People. For, as to nullifying your paſt Urdi- 

rations, I hope I have ſaid what 15 ſufficient. 
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is The Reaſonableneſs bf Conformity. 
I. As to the Peace of your Conſciencer; we are not for 
perſuading you to act againſtyour Conſciences; to pre? 
_ yaricate or play with holy Ibings. But, if what I have 
laid down before be true, that an irregular Ordination 
is mone at all, when there is no abſolute Neceſſity; wr” 
ſuppoſing there was an abſolute Neceſlity ; that i 
laſts no longer than that Neceſſity laftsz here can be 
E. 


ue playing with holy Things, to ſeek it in a regular way? 
becauſe. according to this Reaſoning, you are wholly 
unqualify d to act as Miniſters without it. And we preſzs 
it upon ou ſeriouſſy toconfider, if this be not a fair and 
reaſonable Account of the Matter. gag 80%" . 7 
2. As to the Credit of the Reformd Churches abroad; we 

- think it no Preſumption, as we cenſure not them, ho 
ina Caſe of Neceſſity went out of the ordinary Method; 

ſo to expect they will not cenſure us for not; approving 
Hrregularities, when there is no ſuch Neceſſity for them: 
And we judge that you your {elves act as you think juſt 
and reaſonable, without that Regard Wichern here 1 
tended; and ſniall judge fa, till we ſee you remove, alter, 
and reform, every thing amongſt you, which the Re- 
form'd Churches abroad diſprove, either in their Decla- 
rations, or their Practice Nor do we think you would 
allow it a good Argument for our infiſting upon this, if 
wee could produce Reprm d Churcbes abroad of the ſame 
Opinion with us in this Point; unleſs you were others 
e eintined. %%% nn BPootto dag 1 ono 4 
3. As to the Scruples of your Prople; we defire to know, 
whether you wilb allow it a good Argument for our in- 
ſiſting upon this, that, if we ſhould admit you into the 
Miniſtry without it, this will raiſe endleſs Scruples in the 
Minds of our beſt and maſt underſtanding Frople; to fee 
Men admitted, and acknowledg d as Miniſters, Who 
have, without an abſolute Neceſſity, as they think, de? 
2 from the ſettled Method af Ordination, and wil- 
Ny ſought ir7ggular Ordinations. Now ſimce Ve, as well 

25 Jou, have this Plea; is it not more fitting that this 
Plea ſhould be laid aſide, than urg d as an Argument an 
gainſt Us ? is it not more becoming, on each tide, to ar- 
Sue 


The Reafmobleef » of Conformity. - is 
gu from the- Re e or U wreaſonableneſs of the, 
Nice it ſelf, than fram ond on Het of the people? unleſs. 
> 1 70 it h "erent while to.enquire, . whether the Scr ns. 
exon. the part of Regular Ordinations be not to be mah. 
more reg epic Chan ihe Scrtples on the part of i; 
Ordination eſire you to wy der, whether, i 55 
your ſclves-were. CF d of the Reaſonabloneſs of 
ou have not Influence enough upon your People to pore 
h ade them againſt unreaſonable Scruples, A thing, which 
if you had ſeriouſly undertaken, how much Good might 
you have done! how. much Evil might vou have pre- 
| vented! Now, if you cannot agree to this, becauſe the 
Z thing is unreaſonable; why are the People's Kruples pre- 
2 tended? If the thing be reaſonahle, and yet not to he 
7 done beetle it would raiſe Scruples i in the People, then 
it is a g 20 N. ument for not doing a reaſonable thing; 
that it il raiſe Scruples in others. But this we hardly. 
think to be your Opinion, becauſe this would be laying 
a Neceſſity upon your ſelyes very often of acting unrea- 
ſonably: and alſo, becauſe. we conceiye your Practice to 
be againſt this. Nothing can raiſe moreendleſsScruples 
in your People, thanOccaftonal Communion with a Church, 
from which you have made a formal Separation. They 
have been fill d with Amazemeut and Uneaſineſs, oe 
have not known which hy to turn themſelves ; an 
perhaps have been induc d by it to ſtretch their own Cans 
ciences a little, and ſurniſh themſelves with Diſtincti- 
ons, againſt they ſhould have Occaſion for them. And 
the Reaſons for this Conduct, if I remember right, 76 
declar d to be ſuch as the Hople are hardly 
capable Judges of: and yet the Demonſtra- br an F 
po of your Love and hare ta thaſe Jon 3.5% 
eparated from, 1s. 1 d to - m RY 
our Goinion” of more TRE than the Scruples of your 
Peop 3c op . Nay, by this Conduct you do the very thing, 
which you are afraid of doing, if you.ſhould ſubmit to 
iſcopal Ordination. For by this you lead the poor Peo- 
> to think that this Separation k i, dot neceſſary ; (as You 
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ackhowjedge your ſelves) and, therefore, that there was 


no Neceſſity for you to ſeek Ordination in an irregular 
Way; and, therefore, that your Ordination is not ap- 


proved of God, but is null; and, therefore, that your ; 
Minift ations are inualid. When yau can reconcile this 


Octaſſonal Communion with the Neceſſity of a Separation, 
In their Opinions; and remove their Scruples on this 
Account, by plainly convincing them, that confant Come 
munioſt may be a Sin, where Occaſional Communion is ſo far 


from being a Sin, that it is a Duty; then I will undertake 


to remove their Scruples on the other Account ; and make 
it as plain as the Light to them, That your Miniftrations 
may be valid as to them, and yet your Ordinations null. In 


the mein while, we think it a reaſonable Argument, If 


the Scruples of the People ought not tohinder you from 
mewing your Charity, in a way which raiſes Scruples 


in them; the Scruples of the People ought not likewiſe 


to hinder you from ſhewing your Regard to Regularity 
and Order, in a way which raiſes Scruples in them, and 


ought not, therefore, to make up one of your Reaſons 


againſt Conformity in this Point: 


Thus much may ſuffice for the firſt Head. And in all 
that I have ſaid upon it, I only take this for granted, that 
Epiſcopal Ordination is the regular Ordination; which your | 
Keaſonings under this Head give me leave to ſuppoſe. 


From whente it follows, that your Ordination is irregular. 
From hence I 1 that, as long as we are an Epi ſcopa 
Church, and as 


ties; and, therefore, hope we are not to blame in inſiſt- 
ing upon Epi ſcopal Ordination. To conclude this Head; 
As you, if you were perſuaded that your Ordination in an 
irregular way was unneceſſary, could not but own that God 
did not approve of it; and, therefore, could not but 
ſubmit to a 7egalay one: fo we, while we chink it fo; 4 
7 a "ec 


ON eng as we imagine your Separation, and | 
your irregular Ordination unneceſſary, we caninot(accord- | 
ing to Mr. Baxter's Reaſoning) acknowledge your Ordi- | 
nat ion ſuch as God approves of; we muſt not, in Con- 
ſcience, give any Encouragement to ue ce ſſary Irregulayis | 
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not poſſibly but think that God difapprov'd it; and 
therefore, cannot but inſiſt upon a regular one, before we 


acknowledge Tou truly Ordain'd. 


II. The Second of thoſe Terms of Mineſtitial Conformity 
which you cannot comply with, is this, that Miniſters 
muſt declare be AJent and Conſent to all and e- 

very thing contain d, and 2 in, and by, the Book, in- 
tituled the Book of Common-Prayer,and Adminiſtration of the 
Sacraments, and other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church; 
together with the Pſalter or Pſalms of David; and the Form 
or Manner of making, ördaining and cenſtcratinz of Biſhops; 
4 Priefts and Deacojis. And they muſt alſo (and that ex 
> animo) ſubſcribe theſe Words, That the Book of Common- 
* Prayer, and of ordaining Biſhops, Priefts and Deacons, con> 
2 taineth in it nothing contrary to the Word of God; and that 
it may lawfully be uſed: aud that they themſelves will uſe tht 
Form in the ſaid Books p#eſcrib'd, i publick Prayer and Ad- 
3 miniſtration of the Sacraments, and 10 other, That the ſub= 
ſcribing this ex anzmo, i. e. ſincerely, and heartilj, ſhould 
2 be eſteem'd a Grievance, is, I confeſs, a ſtrange Thing. 
But the Church I ſee, is ſure to be found fault with both 
ways. If this Subſcription had been requir'd without 
r this; then the Anſwer would have been, we dare not ſth- 
e. Þ ſcribe this; becauſe we cannot do it ex nino, and art 
„ afraid of fretching our Conſciences, and playing with Sub- 
1 ſcriptions and Oaths. And yet now the Subſcription is res 
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> quir'd to be ea animo; this very thing is reckon'd amon 

d- the Circumſtances that add to the Unreaſonableneſs of it. 
i- he firſt thing I find objected that concerns my pre- 
n< Ifent Deſign, is the Comprehenſiventſs of this requir'd Decla- 
ri» ration, aggravated with fuch Hardſhips, - that J will be 
ſt- bold to ſay, If we uſe all other publick Declarations after 
dz the ſame manner; it is impoſlible to comply with ally 


an one; and yet (in my Opinion) aggravated fo unhappi- 
od y, as to expoſe and betray even your own Deſign in ag- 
ut Sravating it. e e 
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18 The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity - 
For your Comment upon the Form of this Declaration 
is this, Words could ſcarce be devis d by the it of Man more 
full; and more ſignificant, whereby ths Miniſters might teſtify 


their higheſt Fuſtification, and Commendation, of every Point 


and Syllable, every Rite and Ceremony, every Matter ard Thing 
tontain'd in the whole Book, aud in every Page and Line of it. 


In which Words I verily think you effectually confute [ 


the thing whichyou would eſtabliſn: and to thefe Words 
I appeal, and to every unprejudic'd Perfon who can read 
them, if the Wit of Man could not have devis'd Words more 
full and ſignificant of this Approbation you mean, than the 
Words in which our Aſſant and Conſent is to be declar d. 
For I think you your ſelves have. And let any one but 
compare theſe Two Sentences together, one of which con- 
tains what the Act requires; and the other what you {ay 
It requires; and then let him judge whether they be the 


fame. The Words of the Act are theſe, Ion ſhall declare 
jour unfeigned Aſſent and Conſent to the Uſe of all things in the 
ſaid Book contain'd, and'ipreſcrib'din theſe Words, Idohere 
declare my unfeigned Aſſent and Conſent to all and eve- 
ry thing contain d and preſcrib'd in and by the Book in- 
tituled &c. Your way of expreſſing it is this, Tou ſhall de- 
clare, not only your Conſent to the Uſe of this Book, 1 
re- 


Aſent to the Truth of every Propoſition contain d in the 


faces, Rules, Rubrics and Prayers in this Book in the ſe Words, | 
I do here teſtify my higheſt Juſtification .and- Commens | 
dationof every Point and Syllable, every Rite and Ceres | 


mony, every Matter and Thing, contain'd in the whole 


Book, and in every Page and Line of it. I need not aſk ' 
the Reader whether there be no difference; and whether 
the latter be not ſomewhat more than an Intepretation 


of the former. But what follows is much worſe than this. 
Ittle thought indeed from ſome parts of Mr. Calamy's 
Book; from his ſevere Reflexions upon any that have 
treated the Nonconformiſtsafter the fame manner; from 


that great Regard to Peace, Truth, and Decency, heevety| 


Where profeſſeth; T little thought, I ſay, to meet with 
ſuch Stuff (quoted out of an Author ſelected for that — 
75 poſe) 


- 


The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 19 
poſe) as he knows in his Conſcience is nothing to the A- 
gument he is upon; and only tends to vilify and ridi- 
eule the Common-Preyer Book, and ſtrengthen the unrea- 
ſonable Prejudices of the Multitude againſt it. But how 
ſeverely ſoexer he reflect upon others; yet, he himſelf, 
in treatingof publick Declarations, cannot forbear (ashe 
expreſſes it) tranſcribing fromone private and unregarded 
Author, a Paſſage, becauſezt is admirable for its Peevliatity, 
and cannot forbear to talk, as if it was requir'd in the 
8 of England to believe chat every Tittle of the Com- 
mnon- Prayer Book was di ated by the Holy Ghoſt, and as if 
3 the poor Nonconformaſts had been cjectedfor hot ure 
= Spirit of diſcerning this. 
$ You cannot take it amiſi if I expreſs my ſelf with 
ſome Heat 1 upon ſuch au Occafion; becauſe theſe Thangs 
ſet us at an irreconcileable diſtance from one another; 
and it may i mutig be demanded of you, either to dif- 


. 

4 YZ countenance ſue Practices amongſt your ſelves, or elſc 
e & fo allow. and a approve them in others as well as your 
6 
1 


* felves. For I leave it to you to conſider if this be juſt. 
This Perſon (I give it yau, as near as 1 can, in his own 
„ Words, ben alike i baving met with 
MN * weak Tafſage of one Confarming Miniſter, Avridgnevt, 
Al eee or Matter of Repr _ and ha- F. 389. 
1 Ving found ſome crude 44 Fay unmeet re 


 dropp d by.a . Fer ſon, be brings t N 4 
hiſt to ſpeak as fooliſbly as he could defire, and. only ſucb filly 
Things 0 new be could Fafa fox, And thence: he ar- 
guss gs 1 55 erer erg fond of the Common Prayer 
Book; 40 "ts fe proue:the Worſhip of Chri- 
1555 or Proteſtants TA 12 there are ſome weak * 
ſons to 35 foiind among oe im. 


bis Method of 


too muc 9 Aite, 0, the 

(the C ſts, but are Deſpiſers, and Deriders Half 
beneby comfirn'd. in 

their 85 and $corn of Worſhip and Devotion iu 


Ce he rather chnſe the Reprook of Sir Mathep 
"Hale, th N Jan, his own „be; Way 1 Had 3 it in the ſame Page, 
d C 2 and 
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and he will eaſily ſee how to apply it to himſelf. But 
to returii to the Point we are now upon; I mult entrear 


as you do; as plainly forbid as we can be. For the Ac 
 _ felt applies both theſe Words to the Uſe, and the Uſe 


Propoſit ion in it, and his Conſent,to the Uſe of voy thing 
preſerib'd in it; tho he do not do more than he himſelf } 
may think lawful, yet he certainly does more than this 
AS requires, and muſt be at ſome Pains to reconcite it 
with the Intent of the Act plainly declar'd. You ſhall 
declare both your Aſſeut, and Conſent, to the Uſe of all 
Things 1h this Book, ys the Ad expreſly. No, ſay 
ſome, Rather than we will do this, we will make a Difh- 
culty here, and ſay that we are requir'd to conſent to one 
thing, and aſſent to another, By what Authority, I pray 
you, can this be done? You can plead no Foundation 
for this in the Intent of the AF, as far as it is declar'd ; 
| becauſe that determines one as well as the other, A ent as 
well as Conſent, only to the Uſe of the Book. So that the 
Act does not leave you at Liberty, if you would never 
Jo fain, to make this Declaration in your hard Senſe, | 
for it requires you not to do it, but to give both Ant 
and Conſent to one thing, even the Uſe of this Book. | 
Now we entreat you not to perſiſt in creating more Dif- 
ficulties than there really are. And that what I have 
ſaid upon this Head may have the more Effect, I ſhall 
3 2̃. The Example of Dr. Bates, and ſnnd; 
* Q © - other Nonconformifts, to the Number o Hag 
be tookan Onth that they wouldnot a 
5 any 
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any time endeavour any Alteration in the Government eit ber 
in Church or State, as ſoon as ever the Lord-Keeper had 
declar'd openly, that by Endeavour was meant — 
Endeavour. The Lord- Keeper then did in effect ſay thus 
to them, Tou ſhall ſwear that you will not unlawly endeavour 
an Alteration in Church or State, in theſe Words, Iwill not 
at any time endeavour any Alteration of the Govern- 
ment either in Church or State. And the Act of Unifor- 
mity ſays, Tou hall declare your Aſſent and Con ſnt to the 
Uſe of all Things in this Book, in theſe Words, &c. If, 
therefore upon the Authority of one ſingle Perſon, they 
thought it reaſonable. to confine the Word Endeavour to 
unlawful Endeavour; much more muſt they think it rea- 
ſonable, upon the Authority of that Ad it ſelf whichre- 
quires this Declaration, to apply both Aſſent and Con- 


ſent, only to the Uſe of this Book. In the one Caſe you 


have only the Opinion of ene learned Lawyer that it 
was meant ſo; in the other you are left at no Liberty, 
but are abſolutely determin'd by the very Fuarliament 
that made the Ad, that it was meant ſo. But I argue 
further, ſuppoſing the Ad it ſelf did not determine both 
Aſent and Conſent to the Uſe of the Book, yet 
3. The Nature, Manner, and Form of all Law-deeds, 
and publick Declarations, require this way of Interpreta- 
tion, and condemn the other. This is drawn up accord» 
ing to the Manner of our Law, in which nothing ſo com- 
mon as to gather together Words of very little or no dif- 
ſerence in their Signification, and to apply them all to 
one thing. Thus, to give and to grant, tho there be ſome 
{mall difference in their Signification, to renounce and 
ab jure, and theſe very Words, Aſſent and Con ſont, with a 
Hundred other different Terms, are found to be applied 

to one and the ſame thing. And, therefore, if the AA 


had only ſaid, you Hall declare that yon agree to the Uſe 
of all Things in this Book, in theſe Words, yet I ſhould 


have thought it much more reaſonable, from the conſtant 
Form of expreſſing ſuch Declarations, to have applied 


both Words to one thing; than to haye argu'd the con- 


trary 
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trary way, from the Ufe bf Two different Words! wits | 
therefore, had not the Ad done it for us, we think it 
needs no Evaſion, or Diſtindlion, to determine both Aſent 
and Conſent to the Uſe of the Common Prayer Book; to the 
Uſe of all Things contain d in, and preſcrib d by it. But 
the Acꝭ has really done it for us. Sup pelm „ therefore 
that ſome of the firſt Promoters of this Ad had evil and 
pernicious Deſigns, pet ſince it is a moſt uſual thing in 
our Legal Forms to apply Two or more Words to one | 
and the ſame thing; and ſince we are all — that one 
f theſe Words gught to be applied to the Uſe of this Book: 
think we may, without the leaſt Violence tothe Words, 


» % 


p9r our own Conſciences, apply them both to that only, 

1 being nothing againſt it in the 4@ it nr 
HFHavyin W ſheyyn that this Declaration max 
fairly and honeſtly be made with reſpect only to the Te 
of this Book, ſuppoſing the Ad had not fo plainly deter- 
min'd it; having prov'd from the Practice of ſome Emi- 
nent Men 2. your ſelves, that if one fingle Perſon | 
of Authority in the State, determine any Word in an 
— to one certain Signification, which is not ſb plainly 

etermin'd to it in the Oath it ſelf, the Oath may be 
lawfully taken ; having plainly demonſtrated, that this 
AST it ſelf (the N Authority we could haye) has de- 
termin'd expreſly both Aſſent and Conſent to the Uſe of 
this Book; and is ſo far from making this Declaration re- 
ſpect the Truth of every Propoſition in it, that it never men- 
tions the thing, but ſays, in effect, what utterly excludes 
this Senſe of the Words; we humbly hope, that we ſhalt 
Not any more beh of ftretching our Conſciences in this 
Point; and that Jou will not continue to maintain Pre- 
Judices againſt this AF, which it gives you not the leaſt 


Sethe - foros 6. 3 . 3 


Occaſion to take up. 
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As for the Subſcriptzen requir'd, I never heard that it 
was eſteem'd any canſiderable Difficulty; nor do I ſee 
how it can be, if it be explain'd according to its Origi- 
nal Deſign; which appears plainly to be none but this, 
That all who mirifer in this Church ſhould be under an 
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Obligation to uſe this Book. Accordingly Three Things 
they are requir'd to ſubſcribe. 1. That the Book of Com- 
mon- Prayer, and of ordering Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons. 
Z containeth in it nothing contrary to the Word of God. 2. That 
it may lawfully fo be nſed. 3. That they Me will uſe 
tb N the ſaid Book pre ſcrib d, in public Prayer, and 
Adminiſtration of the Saraments; and none other, Where 
it is plain, that this Book is conſider d only as à Book 
fram d to direct the Behavicur of thoſe who officiate in 
publick; what Prayers and what Ceremonies they are to 
ue; without having any Regard to every particular 
Sentence inferted in the Prefaces, or Rubrics, which do 
not reſpe&, or direct, the Behaviour of the Miniſter. Tay 
not this, becauſe I think there are any ſuch Sentences in 
te Prefaces or Rubrics, which are contrary tg God's Word 
for I know of no ſuch : but only becauſe I am poRadel 
this was the Original Deſign of the Subſcription, Nay, 
thoſefew Sentences, not relating to the Uſe of the Mini- 
fer, which you except againſt, cannot be thought contra» 
ry to God's Word, even by you who think them not true; 
for granting them falſe, I do not ſee how they contradict 
any thing in the whole Bible. YO ha 
I have been the more concern'd upon the Matter of 
this Declaration and Subſcription, becauſe (tho I be con- 
vinc'd that it is a great Crime for any one to ports his 
Senſe of any thing in Words not conſiſtent with it; yet, 
on the other hand) I am fo far from thinking it a Virtue, 
that I cannot but account it a thing of very ill Conſe- 
quence, and a piece of publick Dilferrice, to deal ve 
hardly with Declarations and Subſcriptions; to ſtretch 
them beyond what the Original Deſign of them, or the 
Words in which they are expreſs'd, will fairly and ho- 
neſtly bear, in order to make them appear as rigid and 
unreaſonable as poſſible. What I think, and hope, Ihave 
prov'd, under this Head, may be reduc'd to this: That 
the Declaration of Aſſent and Conſent cannot poſſibly be 
extended to any thing but the Uſe of this Book: and that 
the Subſcription concerns _ Book, ouly as it 1s 18 
4 : 
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directing the Minifter what Prayers and what Ceremoures | 
to uſe; and has no reference to any thing in it that does 
not concern the Miniſter who is to uſe it. And from 
hence it follows, that whoeyer thinks this Book fit to 
be uſed in the Seryice of God, may very fairly make this 
Declaration and Subſcription, without putting a Stretch | 
either upon the Words, or upon his own Conſcience. And | 
I think it cannot be thought unreaſonable, thut all who | 
miniſter in this Church be oblig'd to uſe this Liturgy, and 


publickly ta declare they will uſe it. 


5 


I proceed now tp examine the Reaſons, given in your | 
Names, why you think this Sub ſcription and Declaration 
unlawful, aud not to be comply d with. 
I. This Subſcription, and Declaration, would be an Appro- 
bation of the Doctyine of real Baptiſmal Regeneration, 
and certain Salvation copſequent thereupon. For, it vou 
be an Approbation of that Rubric, that it is certain bx 

o4's Word, that Baptiz'd Children dying before actual 
Sin, are ſav'd ; aud it would he an Agreement to uſe conſlant- | 
ly after Baptiſm a Thankſgiving to God, for that 1t hath | 
Ppleas'd him to regenerate the Infant with his Holy Spi- 
Tit. 


our 


- 


This is your firſt Rezſon. | ns 
The former part of this relating to the Rubric, I de- 
ny; having, as I think, ſhewn before, that both the De- 


very Point and Syllable, every Matter and Thing, contain i 
21 the whole Book, and in every Page and Live of it. But 
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to ſubſcribe this Truth, bgcauſe there may be a Perſon 
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7 0 Water, whom God does not accept to [Baptiſm®* 
I believe not, becauſe the Propoſition ſpeaks only of 
Perſons duly Baptiz'd. And, does it not follow from 
hence, that if they die without having done any thing 
to put em out of this State, they ſhall be ſav'd? You 
= + be ſenſible that there is no want of Texts to prove 
the former; and that the latter is as plain a'Conſequence 
from it as one would wiſh. Pray conſider if it be not 
very hard ta deal as you do with this general Sentence, 
Conſider that there is a great deal of difference between 
theſe Two Propoſitions, Every individual Child, whom the 
3 Miniſter receives to Baptiſm, whetbcr he is a qualify d Subjef 
F Baptiſmor not, dying after this, without anal Sin, is ſa- 
ved, and, Children which are Baptix d according to God's 
„ Pord, dying without actual Sin, are ſaved; and remember, 
4 that you can never prove the Words to be incapable of 
4 this Senſe; or that any other was ever intended, or ſo 
I | 
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much as thought of by thoſe who plac'd them here, And 
that you your ſelves ſometimes underſtand it without 
reference to this Church, or this Office, is plain from 

:; A your ſuppos'd Inſtance which follows. And ſure you 
cannot think, if this was ſaid of Baptiz'd Children in ge- 

- neral, without reſpect to the Preſcriptions of this, or any 
other Church, that any Children were intended by it, 
& but ſuch as are duly Baptiz'd, and admitted into the 
F Church according to God's Will. Indeed if you demand 
| ſuch a Text of Scripture for the Salvation of ſome whom, 
you ſay, our Church admits to 'Baptiſm, as you produce 
tor their Damnation; we acknowledge, we ſhall never be 
RY folicitous to produce one. We freely confeſs our Ignorance 
and own that we are ſo fooliſh as to think that, in the 
Second Commandment, Almighty God, neither by Children 
underſtood Infants dying before actual Sin; nor in the Pu- 
ib ment he ſpeaks of there, had the leaſt reſpect to their 
Condition in another Vorld; nay, we judge it contrary 
to his Nature, and all his Declarations, to determine 
the future Eſtate of any Perſon by the Behaviour of ano- 
HS: Fee all hat eee 
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Pm fure it may be as true à Propoſition as ever was laid Po. 
"down for all this. And when you can ſhew that this ſve 
Text ought to be underſtood either of ſuch Iufants, or of Rif 
the Puniſhments of another World, I will undertake to gw 12 
duce as many as you can demand for the Salvation of all a 
Infants. What is farther oh jected is taken from ſome fup- Wor 
pofed Caſes, deſign'd to prove that according to this Do- he: 
&rine it is in the Power of Men to give Salvation. We muſt Pa 
confeſs that we are utterly at a loſs what to ſay to ſuch 
Objections; and utterly ſurpriz'd, when we meet with . 
ſuch diſtant and extraordinary Suppoſitions drawn in to 
prove the Falſhood of a Propoſition fram'd for a Chri- o 
ſtian Country, and relating only to Children duly — 85 £ 
tiz d. But we reply, that this Salvation depends wholly } 
upon Gad's accepting the Perſons (which this Rubric obli- Ri: 
geth us not to affirm he does, in ſuch Caſes as you here Cl 
put) and that your ſuppoſed Chyiſtian King has no more Wu 
real Power of giving Salvation to Infants (tho' it ſhould Fe; 
be true that the Infants he murthers are ſav d) than a Pagan f 
King would have, ſhould he conquer a Country of good in 
Chriſtians and kill them all immediately; and yet it 
may be true that all good Chriſtians are ſav d: Or no more 
than every good Chriſtian has the Gift of Salvation in his 
Power when he brings his Child to Baptiſm: nay, no 
more than a Fever, or any Diſtemper that kills them has 
the Gift of Salvation in its Power. Give me leave to tell 
you, that it is ſuch unaccountable Obje&ions as this; the 
Streſs that ſeems to be laid upon them; and the Study 
with which they appear to have been ſought for; that 
make ſome in the World fo apt to ſuſpect, and fo for- 
ward to declare, that no Agreement can ever be hop'd f 
for. p * =? i 
But I muft not forget to ſay ſomething to this Ba tiſ- 
mal Regeneration which you object againſt. I am ſo little 
acquainted with the Art of diſlinguiſbing, that I know no 
difference between a Regeneration and a real Regeneration. 
If there be a Regeneration, I think it is real + and if therę 
be a real Regeneration, it is to be aſcribd to the Spirit 7 | 
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i1 Pod · And becauſe it always appear'd to me that whe? 
1s ver was receiv'd into the Chriſtian Church by God's Mi- 


of Fiſter, with Prayers directed by the Congregation to 
o- Pod, and with ſufficient Security for his good Education, 


Jas duly receiv'd, and according to God's Will; I never 
Joubted but that God receiv'd ſuch to his Favour, and 


o- Heard the Prayers of his People, and approv d of their 
{| Paptiſm: and becauſe I thought they were duly made 
ch Tbyiſfians, I could not but think the Holy Spirit of God 
th feſided in them, as they were now the Temples of God. 
to The Scripture leads us to think thus; and, conſequently, 
ri o think that they are regenerated (in the Scripture-notion, 
b. If that Word) as they are enter d into this new Eſtate; 
y Ind that, by the Holy Ghoſt, as they are intituled to all 


Pis Influences and Aſſiſtances, purchas'd by the Blood of 
Thriſt. We know not of any thing in Scripture to in- 
luce us to think otherwiſe; and, therefore, we do not 


14 Feparate what St. Paul bath join'd together, the waſhing 
an pf Regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, Tit. 3. 5. 
od in ſpeaking of the whole Chriſtian Church, But we cart 
it hardly perſuade our ſelves that you believe as you fpeak, 
re When you ſay, your Reaſon for not concurring with us 
11s In this, is, for fear of contributing to the hardning of careleſs 


no Men in the Opinion that they are regenerate, and need no far- 
as her Care. We, on the contrary, think the Point now 
ell Pefore us a perſuaſive Argument to the greateſt Care and 
he Diligence. For if Men were regenerated by the Holy Ghoſt. 
dy nd made the Temples of God by Baptiſm, how much does 
t Wt concern them to live as ſuch ; not to defile the Temple 
God, or drive his Spirit from them? And in this we 
„d Matter our ſelves that we imitate St. Paul, and the other 


 Ppoltles, who in their Writings have ſaid this very 


iſ- thing, and all the g'orious Things imaginable of all pro» 
tle Wels'd Baptis'd Chriſtians in general; and yet never 
no thought them an Encouragement to Security, but always 
o#. Wnſiſted on them as the propereſt Arguments to the greas 


Weſt Care and diligence. And it would be worth while 
Fo enquire,- whether the ſame Objections do not lye a 
NS re 


gainſt 


gainſt what St. Paul affirms of Baptix d Chriſtians, as ds F 1 


our Church was certainly fram'd for a Griſtian Country; 


upon him? I ſay, where is the Crime of thinking this? 


Parents. And, as for the Children of pro 
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ainſt what our Church ſays of them, 1 
The only Difficulty here, as I think, is the admitting 

all Comers to Baptiſm, without a Liberty of refuſing the Chil. 
dren of Infidels, or the moſt ſcandalous Sinners, provided they 
bave but Sponſors, as you expreſs it. Now this Office of 


2a Country where all were profeſs'd Chriſtians, and re: 
ſpects the Children of ſack. And, as for thoſe extraor- 
dinary Caſes in which our Church is ſuppos'd te allow Bap- 
t/m; where is the great Fault, and where is the ill Con- 

Tequence of thinking that, if any Perſons ſolenmly un- 
dertake the good and Chriſtzan Education of a Child, $9 
they have hereby a ſufficient Right to devote him to 
God; that the Chyrch hath ſufficient Reaſon to receive 

the Infant; that God will of his infinite Mercy, in re- 
gard to their Prayers and good Deſigns, look favourably! 


What great Deſign of Chriſtianity, what Precept of the 
-Goſpel, does this contradict } But I know not that Bap- In 
tiſm may not, according to the Church of England, be 
deny'd to the Children of Atheiſts, Jews, Infidels, &c. pl 
For the Office ſuppoſes a Chriſtian Country, and Ch11ſtiay! 

7 ſed Cbhriſtiaus, 
IT account the Profe ſi » of Chriſtianity in their Parents 
ſufficient to entitle them to Baptiſm; as I find, in the 
Apoſtles Days, the Profeſion only of Faith in Chriſt," 
{ whether ſincere or not) was ſufficient to entitle any 


22 =O 
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20 it. To proceed, Oe 4 
2. The Second Objection againſt this Aſſent, Conſent, and 
Subſcription, is this, that they extend to the Uſe of Godfa- 
thers and Godmot hers in Baptiſm, to the Excluſion of Parents. 
But here we muſt complain that this is not truly and fairy 
Iy repreſented; but expreſs'd ſo as beft ſerves to raiſe and 
ancreaſe the averſion of the People to the Church We 
fdefize you to conſider, whether the Parents be not to pro- 
vide theſe Spoxſors; whether the Parents, in vidi 
what the Church thinks requiſite, and offering their Chil 
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Hren to Baptiſm, with this ſecurity for their good educa- 
ing Fion, do not truly and properly themſelves devote their 
il. Children by Baptiſm to God; whether this be not their own 
be) & and deed as much as if they had no Spon ſoss; Whether 
f ny Chriſtian may not engage himſelf ſolemnly for the 


Food Education of another; and whether his own willing- 


A Heſs, do not give him right ſufficient todo this; whether 
or. the Parents own act, where there are Parents, in offering 
ag he Child to Baptiſm, and providing theſe Sponſors in or- 


Wer to it, be not ſuppoſed in the Office; and, conſequent- 
PV, whether their Faith (in all ordinary Caſes) be not the 
FJuppoſed ground of the Child's Baptiſm (according to our 
Thurch) as the Country is Chriſtian, and as the Parents 
Fre required to provide for their Children the ſe Spon ſors; 
nd, laſtly, whether the groſſeſt abuſe of an inſtitution, 
Pvhich if it were but duly regarded, would be moſt ufe- 
Jul, be a ſufficient argument againſt the inftitution It 
elf. Now, if the Parents be to provide theſe Sponſors, why 
Jhould it be urg'd that they are not requir'd tobe choſen 
Pith due Care; when this certainly will be proportiona- 
ple to the care and concern the Parents themſelves have for 
jan their Children; and if they have none, how will the 
Hatter be mended by admitting the Parents without the 
Pponſors? And we imagine, that if you had been as dili- 
ent in finding out uſeful Canons, as thoſe you account 
Po liable to exception, you would have ſeen One that ſhews, 
hat they who require Godfathers and Godmcthers, require 
lſo, that none ſhould be admitted as ſuch, 1 


nd Pefore they have receiv'd the boly Communion; Can. 29. 
Ha- nd, therefore, ought not to be repreſentel 
ts, s if they had taken no manner of care about this, but on | 
ix. Ned @ wide door to the profaning this Solemuity. We confeſs 
ind pur ſelves ſo ſhort-ſighted, that we cannot plainly diſcern 
we ow the method of our Church tends to the Profaning this 


ro- r dinance, more than the adminiſtring it without Sponſors. 


ing En the next place, If theſe Parents, in providing what the 
111-3 burch requires; in offering their Children to B iſm, with 
ten Pon ſort; do ſufficiently and effeRually te ftify their 7+ ſolution 


to 


* 
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devote their Children to God; and this devoting them iu thi: Fa 
pay be their own Act; We deſire to know, with what Ju. Th. 
ſtice the Church is taxed with juftling Parents out of they | | 
right ; 2nd the People incenſed againſt it by ſuch Phraſes *. 
as theſe, as againſt an unnatural and cruel : Oppreſſor pa 
Again, I the Faith of the Parents (in all ordinary Caſes i pg 
And their providing theſe Sponſors themſelves, and offering their fi 
Children to Baptiſm with theſe, be ſuppoſed by our Churcb df 
Aud be in t/uth the ground of the adminiſtration of tts Rite n Y 
a Chriſtian Country; why is the Contrary maintain d and me 
fix d upon the Chuy ch, as if it were the plain declaration, Þ! 
and profeſſed doctrine of it? Again, If it be agreeable 95 Þ 
the Chriſtian Religion, that a (hriſtian may ſolemnly take upon WF 
him the good education of an Infant, what need is there ofa W" 
natural right, or Poſitive Law © And how comes the want? 
of theſe to be an objection againit a lawful, I may fay, 2 


4 


5 
y 


*. 


commendable action? Laſt of all, If the groſſeſt abiſe of © 
an inſtitution in it ſelf uſeful (as we take this to be) be not 7 
& ſufficient argumeiit againſt the TInftitution ; what do you pro- 
pole to your ſelves by arguing from the carleſsneſs of t. 
God: fathers againſt the uſe of them at all? Were all the 
Mimfters in the Land forgetful of their Miniflerial Obligati $* 
ons; would it therefore follow that it was not a uſeful thing YE 
For them publickly to on theſe.obligations when they Y* 
were made Minifter's? Did all who own their Baptiſmal Ce- t 
venant in your way, prove the maſt careleſs and ſinful 
Men afterwards; would you acknowledge the thing it? 
ſelf uſeleſs, or lay it aſide? Vet in this caſe: it might be 
{aid, they were brought to avonch:a great untruth:in\the fac? 
of God and his Church, For you can no more prove tha! 
they are ſincere, than we can that God father are, at thi 
time when they ſolemnly profeſs themſelves as if the) 
were. But above all, it ĩs very hard that you ſhould fpeak 
here, as if this encourag'd Parents in a careleſsneſs about 
their Children; or as if the Church took off any part o 
their duty from them, by providing more effectually foi 
their Children's advantage. Good Parents can never tak. 
adyantage. from this inſtitution to be unnatural; a5 


4 careleſs 
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thi areleſs of their Children: Bad Parents may, but then 
Ju. hey would have been as careleſs without it; and their 
4 Thildren in a much worſe condition, And though we be- 
ſes vail the little regard many God-fathers have to the ſerious 
or! Wart of their Office (without thinking this an argument 
es) gainſt the Church) yet we hope there are ſome ſo ſen- 
bei / ſible of their obligations, that they,omit no opportunity 
cb; of doing their duty. net er, 
en 3. The Third, Fourth, and Fifch Reaſons why you can- 
and not conform as Miniſters, are, becauſe this Aſſent, Conſent, 
on fand Subſcription, would oblige yau to deny Baptiſm to ſuch as 
% Dad not Sponſors, tho they had a neal right to that Ordinance z 
por nd to the Children of ſuch as would not permit them to be 
of: end with the tranſient fign of the Crofs ; and to denythe Com- 
an inunion to ſuch as would not receive it Rueeling. I put theſe 
. 2 three together, becauſe they come under the common Head 
| 5 of Termsof Communion, and Impaſitions, againſt which your 
not zeal ſeems chiefly; to lye; and becauſe the argument man- 
Jag d under theſe Heads is not ſo much deſign d againſt the 
things themſelves, as againſt the making them Terms of 
Communion: the lawfulneſs of Which I ſhall now conſider: 
ti. and ſo remove, if I can, the objections here brought a- 
gainſt it. Only, becauſe you have advanc'd fomething 
Y againſt the uſe, of the Croſs in Baptiſm, as well as agaiuſt 
the impoſing it; 1 muſt take ſome notice of that firſt, and 
then I ſhall come to the matter of Iupoſit ions. 
All your Arguments againſt this are at laſt reſolved into 
theſe three; that this ſeemeth to be anew Sacrament; that 
tac Hit looks as if Baptiſm were not a ſuſſicient Bond without 
hat this; nay, at laſt we ſind it expreſs d thus, that though 
the Church hath declared this ſigzu to be in token the penſon 
hall not be aſbamed, &c. yet ſinee the generality. are apt 
to underſtand it, that in virtue and power of this ſian the per- 
ſon ſhall not be aſnamed, Ion dare not concur in giving occa- 
„on knowingly of ſucka miſunderſtanding to the vulgar and in- 
Fog ndictons, But give us leave to examine what is here ob- 
aue iected more carefully. One rea ſon then againſt it, is, that 
anon dare not concur ingiving on occaſiouuſucha miſunderſiang- 
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0 
Communion, becauſe ſome of the Vulgar and Injudicions, 


the primitive inſtitution. For all this looks as if Baptiſm 
as Cbrift had appointed it, were eſteem d not ſufficient to ent. 


The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity: | 
Ins to the vulgar and injudicious. You dare not uſe the words it 
in token, becauſe They may be apt to think you do not t. 
mean in token of ſomething ſignified, but in vertue and pow- Vi 
er of the ſign it ſelf, Now, what end of our differences 
can we ever hope for, if ſuch methods be taken; if, when 
there is no reaſon againſt a thitig, what is acknowledg'd . 
to be unreaſonable ſhall be made an objection aàgainſt it, Wt 
by thoſe very perſons who, in many other caſes, do them: Ae. 
ſelves knowingly give occaſion of mzſ-under ſtanding to per- 

ſons ſomewhat more judicious than thoſe who can under- | 
ſtand words in a ſenſe, which it is impoſſible they ſhould 1 
be meant in? I could give many more inftances, but I 
will mention but one, Dare you not concur in Occaſional A 


- Bw. .t- 


You very well know, have ſad mi funderftandiigs about it? i 
If you dare, why do you argue here, as if Tou dar d not M 
concur in this, for that one Reaſon ? which we cannot be- e 
lieve, till we ſee you omit all other things which youth 
Four ſelves think fit or proper, for the ſame reaſon. But 
while you uſe our Service thus, we imagine you have done 
it ſome credit, by granting; as you here do, That theyW!: 
are injudicious perſons who can underſtand by the words 
here us'd, that any grace is ſuppos'd by the Church to bei 
wrought by this ſign, or the uſe of it; that the words. 
muſt be miſunderſtood before any ſuch thing can be made. 
out of them; and, conſequently, that They muſt be ; 
dicious perſons that can think this a new Sacrament. * 
Another argument againſt the uſe of this Sign is, that 
it looks as if Baptiſm, as Chriſt had appointed it, were not e-. 
ſteem d a Bond ſufficiently firm and ſtrong. Not by us, whoa 
have declared, in expreſs and plain words, that Baptiſm iP 
compleat without it, and the Infant a Chriſtian as much be 
fore as after it. Beſides, we imagine that ſuch an objec 
tion as this; as ſtrong, and as concluding, may be made 
againſt you, or any who uſe any Prayers at Baptiſm ; ort 
adminiſter it with the addition of the leaſt circumſtance te - 
t 


title 
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ge tle the Infant to the favour of God, or to the purpoſes 
ot Pr which it was inſtituted. Lou know it is ſufficient 
»- Fithout one Prayer; and yet this is no objection to you 

es Nainſt the uſe of Prayers at ſuch a Solemnity. ; 
en Another objection 2gainſt it is, that it ſeemeth a nem 
d Merament added to Chriſts. But, if it on'y ſeem ſo; and 
it, ¶ the words muſt be miſunderſtood before it ſeem ſoʒ(as vou 
m- Here grant) then we account it very unjuſt for you to af: 
ſt in perplexing this cauſe ; and to advance arguments x 


er- 

2r- prove what you think, your ſelves, they do not prove. 
114 Now what is a Sacrament 9 You: ſay, It is an outward and 
t Ile ſign of an inward and ſpiritual grace &c. Let it be ſo: 


d by this let any one judge between us. The words in 
ns, We Common-Prayer Book T interpret thus; Me receive this 
it? Mild into the Congregation of Chriſt's Flock; as one who is 
not wa Baptiz'd Chriſtian; and, as ſuch, do ſign him with 
bei ſign the Croſs, to ſignify that, as he is a Chriſtian, and 
rou@hnicquently, a Servant of Him who died upon the Croſs, 
But! is obliged never to be aſhamed of the: Faith of Chriſt 
onehucifed; but to glory in it amidſt all the ſcorns the pro- 
hey Won of this Religion can expoſe Him to. I am not ap- 
rd fEheniive that here is any conſtraint put upon the words 
bel, they appear to me to beincapable of any other mean- 
rds. The things to be conſidered here are, not ſo. much 
ade /n of the Croſs it ſelf, as the ſigning the Infant with that 
„ji ((or that it is that was deſign d to betoken what fol- 
s;) and the thing ſignified by that ſigning of the Infant; 
ich is, that, as He is a Baptis d Chriſtian, He is obli- 
it e. ¶ to profeſs manfully the faith of Chriſt crucifed. Now; 
Who far as Ican ſee, Here is not the leaſt tittle of grace at- 


al 6 


ſm iWuted to the ſign of the Croſs, or to the ſigning the Infant 
be it. For the thing ſignified by this ſigning the Child 
ec” the Crofs, is not, as you ſay, Chrift crucified with the - 
nadeW'efits of bis Croſs, (tho what the Canon ſays may be true, 
orf t under the name of the'Croſs, in Holy Scripture, they 


okten ſignifi d, vrhichis quite a diſtinct conſiderationz) 

the thing ſignified by it is, that the Infant is a Chriſtan 

tis d, and, as n of a Crucified Saviour. 
| | . 


34 be Redſonableneſs of Conformity. J 
Nor is the Image of the Croſs appointed t6 work: this grace by 
way of exciting ſignification: For no grace is attributed to it. 
Nor is the ſigning the Infant with this fign appointed to work 4 
any grace; but only to ſignify that the Infant, as a Chri- 
ſtian, is obliged to confeſs and worſhip a Cructfh'd Saviour l 
manfully and conftantly. And what is hereof 4 New Sa- 
crament in your own ſenſe of the word? Here is indeed an Wy 
ontward and viſible ſign; but not a ſign of an inward and ſpire 
tual grace; not pretended to be ordained by Chriſt; not uſcd/Yo 
or in the leaſt meant, as a means whereby we receive any grace, It 
or, a pledge to aſſure us thereof. Go from the Common-Prayer : 
Book to the Canon ; explain it as rigidly as poſhble, fo as'F 
to make it contradict it felf, and the moſt natural mean 
ing of the words in our Service; and after all, I am ſure 
it is impoſhble to make out this charge. After this 
T ſhall only ask one Queſtion. - Do you think, in youth 
confciences, that any Reformed Divines, either of th 
Church, or any ether, with whom yon agree in your no$ 
tions about à Sacrament, would ever have begun, or main n 
tain'd a charge againſt the Church of Rome for making 
New Sicraments, upon ſuch a foundation as you ſtill con e 
tinue to do it againſt the Church of Exgland? Had they onſu 
by feem'd new Sacraments; Had the i»jndictons only miſ un- 
der ſtood their words; and built their reaſonings upon tic! 
mi undes landings , Had the Romaniſts, by public A . 
and by all the writers that handled this ſubject, decliWo 
red that, tho they uſed an external ſignificant -CeremonWa 
yet, they attributed nogract to it; nothing which eithWr 
they, or their adverſaries attributed to a Sacrament; which 
of our Reformers would have continu'd to have tax d thei 


2 
with this? which of them would have ſolliciteuſſy draw 1 
up ſome obſcure and almoſt unintelligible argumen | 
againſt ſuch proof on the contrary ſide? which of the 
would not have been glad to have drop't ſuch a charhi 

upon fach plain proof? which of them would have N 
— againſt the uſe of one little part ef their pub 


lervice which only concerns the Mini ſer, becauſe the Wai 
ſudicious will interpret a Nord in a ſenſe of which ſudiciſiin 
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by Men ſay it is uncapable? Not one, I verily believe. 
And as we cannot agree with you in theſe Reaſons a- 
rk Fainſft the uſe of this ſign, as it is appointed in our Church; 
neither do we think it a ſuſficient one for the total ne- 
2Flect of it, that we may witneſs our diſlike and dete ſtation of 
He vanity of the Papiſts herein. We imagine that we witneſs 
an guy diſti ke and e of the Super ſtition of the Papiſts, by 
+-WFeglecting That uſe of it, they plead for; by reducing it 
Fo a ſober and ſingle act; by guarding it from all poſſibi- 
ty of Idolatry and Superſtition; by making it wholly dif- 
rent from what it is amongſt them. And we are unwil- 
Ing to give them ſo great an advantage againſt us, as we 
-SÞ&rily think it would be, if we ſhould, in reforming from 
ure em, not only reject and condemn the abuſe of a thing, 
bis ut the thing it ſelf, merely becauſe they uſe it after a 
iWperſtitious manner. We areof opinion that this prin- 
ple hath been the cauſe of great deformities, and irre- 
| larities in the Church : and when it is obſerv'd that we 
in an from a Cuſtom,or a poſture, or a ceremony, not becauſe 
ing is likely now to be abuſed, but becauſe the Fapiſts have 
ſed it in a ſuperſtitions manner; not only the Papsſts, 
ut others are apt to think, That it is Humour, and not 
ſun ea ſon, that directs us. Nay, we eſteem it more reafons 
ucly to inſiſt upon an innocent uſe of ſomething they have 
upuſed, left we ſhould encourage a principle as ſuperſti- 
Eon, as their practice; and a principle that hath led fo 
any already to neglect uſeful things without any rea- 
Yun; than to take away the uſe of it wholly, becauſe 
hidWcy uſe it after an ill manner. In a word, We think 
Wat the reaſon why it was ever uſed amongſt Chriſtians, 
not ſo wholly ceaſed, but that it may ſtill be uſed once 
this ſolemn act of Religion. We think that we have 
WW ways teſtify'd our diſlike of the Papiſts, in every 
ing in which they are departed from the Goſpel, as 
Fectually as any of our Brethren of whatſoever deno- 
mation; and much more reaſonably than thoſe who 
ave run from the extreme they are in, to another. We 
nnot anſwer to our felves the condemning of a thing 
| 2 D 2 merely 
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merely becauſe the Papiſts uſe it after another manner! | 
We hope we have taken-ſuch-care, that it is almoſt im- 
poſſible that the uſe of this ſign, as we retain it, ſhould 
miniſter to Idolatry or Superſtition; and, upon the whole, | 
we ſee not that any of theſe arguments ſhew that it may 
not lewfalplenſedes.. „ e 
Faving thus conſider d what I find offer d againſt the 3 
uſe of Godfather's ; and, the uſe of the Coſs in Baptiſi; [ 
and finding nathing alledg'd againſt kneeling-at the Com i 
enunion, but rather a great deal for it; I return now to 
that which makes up the greateſt and moſt terrible part 
of your charge, and that is the Impoſition of theſe things; 
the making them Terms of Communion; which you 
call, a manifeft encroachment upon the Kingly Power of, 

our Saviour; a naking New Jerms of ;Communion ;, 4 
contradifing, Chriſt:s appointed Terms, a uſing that power 
to deſtruction, which was given to be. uſed to Ediſicat ion. 
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With what juſtice you have ſo hard thoughts of the 
Churchof England in this particular, I ſhall now freely 
examine; wiſhing you could, be as impartial in conſi- 
dering what can be ofter'd in defenſe of this, as you have 
been ſollicitous in drawing up this accuſation againſt it. 
What I have to ſay on this Subject ſhall be under theſe 4 
en wurm 4 aoronerc we ner Aerial 
1. That the Biſhops, who are the Governours of the 
Chir ch, bave authority to order ſuch things as theſe which WW: 
you ſo grievouſſy complain of. | "TT ( 
2. That St. Paul ſays nothing againſt this in the four- Wc 
teenth Chapter to the Romans. 722.8 UM . 4 
3. That Mr. Baxter's practice, and the practice of the 
Independents, is for Impoſitions. Theſe Confiderations willi 
L think, contain a ſufficient anſwer to all that hath been 
objected on this account. 1 
1. That the Biſhops have authority to preſcribe theſe 
things which are fo grievouſly»complain'd of, This au- 
thority, we ſay, they have, as they received the care of 
the Church from their Predeceſſors; as they are obliged to 
take the moſt effectual methods for the preſervation, offi 
* 7 g 8 Order, 
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r der, and Decency, in the public worſhip of God; and 


m- s it reſults from the nature of all Societies, that the Go. 
1d Pernours of them ſhould: have a power of ordering what 
le, | eems to them moſt for the beauty and advantage of 
ay hem; that they ſhould be the judges of what conduces 


o this end, and ſhould have a title to the obedience of 
he people under their care, in whatever does not con- 
radict the Laws of that Society by which they are all 
go be governed. Nor do I find but that you would have 
Poined with them, in the impoſing and preſcribing ſome 


irt things. Now then, if Fcan:ſhew that the very ſame ob- 
38 fections may be fram'd againit preſcribing thoſe things 
ou | 


hich you could have complied with, that are brought 
your names againſt thoſe other things which give you 
© much offenſe; this I fhall account a good argument 
you, that the Biſhops have authority to preſcribe in the 
ne caſe, as well as the other. I inſtance in their pre ſcrip- 
ons about Time, Place, and Liturgy, For this particular 
ue, and place, in excluſion to all others; are not abſo- 
itely neceſſary; and ſome honeſt Men will pretend they 
re ſhut out from Communion by impoſing them. And 
s for a public Liturgy, That you your ſelves think it un- 
eeſſary, is plain from your not uſing one in the Public 
orſhip of God: And that you think it lawful to join with 
ole Governours who impoſe one, is plain from your de- 
laring your readineſs to comply with our Common Prayer, 
ere it alter'd as you would have it. And now let us con- 
der, if this be not exactly parallel to the caſe before us. 
Whoever will not have his Child baptizd with ſuch 


Hayers at the time of Baptiſm, is as much excluded as he 
7111, at ſcruples to have it baptiz d, becauſe the fign of the 
een % is uſed after Baptiſm: He that refuſes to communi- 

tte with us, becauſe the Miniſter uſes this Form of Prayer 
jeſel t the Communion, is as much excluded as He that refuſes 
au- communicate with us, becauſe He muſt kneel, As ma- 


J of y an honeſt man may ſcruple the one; ſo many 
d toi honeſt man may ſcruple the other. If an. honeſt 
» of Pan may be excluded for ſcrupling the one; why not for 
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ſcrupling the other? If Regularity and Decency may in this Þ, 
caſe be preferr d before the ſatisfaction of the ſcruples of 
ignorant, and injudicious, tho honeſt men; then, why is F( 
it urged as an infallible truth, that excluding a Man, ſup- 1 

= O 


? 7 


poſed to be an honeſt Man, for his ſcruples, is a moſt un- 


* 


pardonable, and intolerable crime in a Church? i 
But to be more particular; ſuppoſing the Litugy were 
made according to your minds, and youſhould comply 
with this impoſition, which you were ready to do; We 
deſire you to conſider, if they who {till thought fit to re- 
main Nonconformifts, might not read this ſame ſevere Leo 
ture againſt you; and give in theſe ſame reaſons for their 
Nonconformity. We dare not canſeleſly deprive Souls of vi. 
Able Chriſtianity for want of an humane, unneceſſary, if not N 
corrupt invention. Ve dare not make a Covenant to rob Chri u 
and the Church of viſible members for nothing; and conſign thoſe a 
over to the uncovenanted mercies of God, whom He (we wel t 
know ) is ready to receive as his: and ſo concur in ſetting th 
will and advice of Man againft Chrift, who ſaid, Forbid then Þf 
not, aud was angry with thoſe who forbad them to come t 
him. Might not one of them thus expreſs himſelf, as wel 
as one of you? Shall a Minifter dare to with-bold ſo mud 
good from, aud endeavour ſo much evil to, the Souls of pot. 
Infants, in denying them their Chriſtendom merely upon th . 
account of ſome acceſſories, and ſcrupled accidents, invente 
and impoſed by Man, and not at all of the Eſſence of Baptiſiſſ 
it ſelf? &c.p. 5 10. and might not they argue as you dM. 
p. 513. We dare not conſent to this, becauſe we dari, 
not conſent to the altering the Texms of Chriſt's Covenant, anW;/; 
Sacrament ; and to contradict one of bis —— lan 
Bapttxe, ſaith Chriſt, all that are made diſciples, all that . 
pent and believe. No, ſaith the Church of England, B. 
tixe none that are propos d, tho they have all that is neceſac 
to make them the Diſciples of Chriſt, unleſs they, or their Mt] 
rents, will ſubmit to the uſe of this particular form of Pray (; 
at the time of Baptiſm, © This ita manifeſt encroachment un 
the Kingly power of our Sauibur, in making new Terms of (it 
munion, which we dare not concur in; a turning the Keys 1 5 
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tho ſe whom Chriſt is ready to receive; and a poſitive rejecting 
= ſuch as He requires us to Bapt ze And this (as light as the 
church makes of it, and they who can join with the Church 
fin this) is in onr efteem a ſin of an high nature, and o would 
NF ou conſenting to it too. wig | | 
3 The ſame may be ſaid with reſpect to a particular Form 
IC of Prayer at the time of the adminiſtration of the Holy 
Comminion: for a Perſon who ſcruples joining in that, is 
as much excluded from the Communion, as He who ſcru- 


re: ¶ ples Kneeling. But Ladd farther, Suppefing the Governonrs 

20 of the Church appoint the Morning, as the particular time 

eir for the receiving the Holy Sacrament , and ſome ſhould 
vi 


cruple this (as it has actually happened) we deſire you 


not would conſider whether the fame arguments may not be 
710 Fuſed againſt the impoſing this, (which yet you approve of,) 
2 Jas you here produce againſt complying with the Church 
we 


that impoſes Kneeling, p. 514. For may not they who 
Fſhould miniſter to theſe ſcrupulous perſons thus apologize 


ien for their Nonconformity? We dare not conſent to this, be- 
; i cauſe this is a depriving Chriſt's members of their right; an 
Ve 


u ſurpation upon Mens con ſciences; and a tearing the Church 
by dividing engines; becanſe this wquld be obliging our ſelves 


po to deny the Communion to the people, on the account of their 
not daring to go aga:nft the inflitution of Chriſt, the practice 
nt ef his Apoſtles, and the primitive univerſal Church; to deny the 
t1/ Communion to ſuch as the Holy Ghoſt bath required us to re- 
4 Hceive to it: and becauſe this is an impoſing on the Church things 
an 


Wantecedently unneceſſary, upon the higheſt penalty, viz; Exclu- 


non from Communion, a croſſing that great rule of Charity, 
lan H will have Mercy and not Sacrifice; and a uſing that Pow- 
t er to Deſtruction, which was given to be uſed to Edification. 
Be Even thoſe of us, who cannot charge the celebration of the Sa- 
aMcrament in the morning as Ke are yet afraid of excluding o- 
: bers on ſuch an account as that, by reaſon it @ far from being 


ray ſo neceſſary a matter, but that the Church, and-the due ad- 
miniſtration of the Sacrament may be preferv'd without 
Wit. And withal, 1 might have a very good reaſon to be 
e altering of that Time at which our 

- ts Saviour 


backward to yield to th 
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«Saviour anflatuted this Ritę; aud tothe Hy of ſecming to. ſym 
.bolize with, Igolaters,.in celebrating it at that time which ii 
i well known ſome haue choſe out f too much Veneration to 
the Elements themſelves , which, tho diſclaim'd by the Church! | 
of England, het is apt to be miſinterpreted. Suppoſe a Man 
Huld upon ſearching Church-Hiſtory find (or fancy that he 
 fintls) that the Time of Celebrating the Communion was never 
,determin'd to the Morning till the Do#rine of Tran ſuliſtan- 
tiation was eſtabliſb d: this alone (tho' be ſhould have no- 
thing farther to alledge) might be a valid Reaſon for. his be- F 
ing ſby of that Time. But for Miniſters to enter into any Ma 


ſuch Combination as to be oblig d ta tell ſuch Men, ben de- 


0 


: 
. 


fring the Communion at the Evening, Truly, while you 
are under this Scruple, tho I may pity. you for your 
Weakneſs, yet I can't own you for Chriſtians, this ve n. 
think hard, and cannot comply with. All theſe Things may 
be {aid againſt this, or any other Preſcription not abſo- 
lutely neceſſary to the being of the Church, or to the due 
. Admmiſtration of Chriſt's Ordinances; and the ſame 
. Accuſation ſtands againſt them, and againſt thoſe who 
; ſhould approve them. ee 1 
What I obſerve upon this, is, that you your ſelves 
grant by this, that the Governours of the urch have Auk 
. tbority to impaſe ſome unneceſſary Things; that it is not un- 
, 1 to preſcribe Things antecedently unneceſſary,under the 
55 1 Penalty; that Men, who may be call'd boneſt, may 
de dealt with. after this manner on the account of t heit 
Scruples; and that theſe. Arguments, which aold as welle 
agamſt thoſe Impoſitzons you ſay you could comply with 
as Inet thoſe you ſay you cannot, are not ſo plain 
and Io demonſtrative, that a wiſe Man ought to found all 
Matter of ſuch Conſequence, as a Separation from a ſetledſ | 
. Cbarch, upon them, For thus the Caſe ſeems to me td 
. ſtand. You grant that the Goue/uou/s of the Churth may 
Impoſe a Litu:gy, and preſcribe the Time for performing 
eligiqus Offices: for you would join with them in theſe 
. $reſcriptions, and would not ſeparate from the. Church in 
- oxdex to,witreſs againſt theſe Impoſitions, The Argument 
r e 


9 
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you urge againſt complying with the othe/ Impoſit ions 
do appear to conclude as ſtrongly againſt your comply- 
ing with theſe. Therefore I think it follows unavoida- 
diy, that you ought to be as willing to comply with the 
other as with theſe; to acknowledge the Power of the Go- 

Nernours inthe other as well as theſe, to withſtand à Se- 
para tion founded upon the Impoſition of the other, as 
you would do one founded upon the Impeſitiow of theſe; 
and not to inveigh ſo bitterly againſt what you have al- 
low d and approv'd of, in Caſes exactly parallel, as far 
as your Arguments are concern'd; for it cannot be more 
le- IJagainſt your Conſciences to join in impoſing the other 
"Kon the People, than to join in impoſing theſe. - Theſe 
Arguments, if they prove any thing, prove too much; 
nd, therefore, they prove nothing. Now ſince theſe are 
the only Arguments you produce againſt the Impoſitzons 
n the Church of England; we think it ought to be a ſuffi» 
Wcient Satisfaction to your Queſtion, By what - ©, © 
Authority are theſe Things preſcribd? to an- Abridgment, 
ofWſwer, by the ſame Authority by which you P. 3% 

acknowledge the Governours of the Church = 
may preſcribe ſome other Things, againſt which the ve- 
My ſame dreadful Objections lye: and we argue, that if, 
n one Cale, the Governours ought not to be abus d and 
inveigh'd againſt, for the groundleſs Scruples of the 
people; certainly in others "alſo; Obedience ſhould 
Wometimes be preach'd to the People, rather than a vid- 
ell lent Lecture conſtantly read againſt their Paſtors; and 
that you ought ſometimes to conſider whither theſe Prin- 

Hiples tend, on which this terrible invectibe againſt Inpo- 

tions is founded. LEON IG 

Now, whatever is thus order'd, becomes a Term of 

mmunion. One particular Time, appointed; the Litur- 
Y preſcrib'd; become Terms of Communion; and new: Terms 
pf Communion, in as much as Chriſt made them not ſo; 
and, unneceſſary Terms of Communion, in as much as neither 
et Form in Excluſion to free Prayer is ſo neceſſary, in 
e Opinion, but that the great Ends of Chriſtianity 
* may 
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may be ſery'1 without it; and much leſs the Appoint-: 
ment of One Hour of the Day in Excluſion to another, 


ro direct the Governonys in their Preſcriptions, or to oel 
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AS agreeable to the Nature of the Sacrament. Yet theſe 


vou are ready ta comply with. From whence I collect 1 
that you do not eſteem it fo great a Sin to make mew, 


wnnzcefſary Terms of Communion, as People may be apt tu 


think from your Writings; or to preſcribe Things antr. r 


cedentiy unnece ſſary, under the Penalty of uo CommuntonÞ 
without them; nay, that it is your Opinion that Obe. 


5 


dience to the Governonrs of the Church is reaſonuble in a 


ſuch Caſes , and, conſequently, that a Separation founded 
upon an Abhorrence of ſuch Preſcriptions (call them In. 
poſitions, or new Ir, mf Communion, or Terms that contra 


Lick the Jerms Chrift ſet led, OF Franſgreſſions of the Law 7 4 


Charity, or what you pleaſe,) is an ill-grounded and 10 
reaſynable Separation. Hard Names alter not the Nature 
of Things; and for all the hard Names beſtow'd upon 
theſe Preſcriptions you do not like, T cannot imagine 
them any more contrary to the Mill of Chriſt, or the Nature 
of his Reli: ion, than thoſe which you could have approv'@ 
of, and on which you beſtow no hard Words, © 
From what hath been ſaid I think it is plain, that 
thaſe Governours of the Church do not fin, or uſe the Powe!! 
given them for Edification, to Deſtru&ion, who do not clog 
the Inſtitutions of Chriſt with troubleſome and manifold 


Impoſitions; who preſcribe what they eſteem to be in if 
a ſelf reaſonable and becoming ; what 1s the greateſt Secu 
rity to Religion, and the Decencies of publick Worſhip M 


who have by publick Declarations prevented and an, 
dwer'd all the Objections that the Scrupulous are apt te 


entertain againſt them. It is plain that, according t 


your ſclves, in the Caſe of a Liturgy, the Scruples of thi 
Numbers that think. it a Sin to join with one, are noy 


dallance weightier Reaſons. Here then you do not ſeem 
10 think them chargeable with the ill Conſequences of 
ſuch a Command; or the Command unlawfut, becauſe if 
wall exclude to many from Church-Communion, And yet 
4 | I Ve 


of od 
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. verily think, that all the Arguments produced, againſt 
Ihe other Preſcriptions lye as hard againft this, And I 
¶ doubt not but many amongſt thoſe Whoſe common Cauſe 
ech Prou plead, are of this Opinion, But Iſpeak, to you 
w. who are not averſe to ſuch a Command; and cannot 
% but wonder how you could poſſibly agree with ove un- 
hieceſſary npoſttion; and yet argue from ſuch Principles 

Nagainſt others, as lye dice&ly againſt al, as well as "Each 


be. Again, Tnoſe Governors who have order d nothing, 
in but what if all would ſeriouſly comply with, is certainly 


gel Wor the Gool of the Church, have done their Duty, and 
. F&annot be charg'd with Sin. And ſuch we eſteem the 


„ Things commanded. I do not think that you can name. 
Ene ſingle ill Conſequence, ſhould all the People of the 
. Land ſcrioufly endeavour to procure Sponſors for their 


Children; comply reverently with Mueeling at the Com- 
munion; and ſubmit to have their Children ſign'd With 
the Sign of theCroſs after Baptiſm : and I am ſure I could 
Iname a great many good ones. Certainly, that Command 
is not unlawful, which, if it be ſeriouſly obey'd by all, 
procures many Advantages, and brings not one Diſad- 
vantage to the Church. 5 7 Oe ad 
ve, Neither is that Command unlawful which enjoins a thing 
log under a diſproporttonable Penalty. For if it be, then the 
cold Governours of the Church can enjoin nothing; neither 
n itt bis particular Iime, nor this particular Liturgy. But they 
ecuF may do this, as you acknowledge; and yet the Pexalty 
np to him whoſe Fault is only a Scruple about joining 
an, with this Form, and communicating at this Time, is 10 
t te Cenmmunion. Therefore you cannot think this ſufficzent 
t. to make a Command unlawful, The plain State of the Caſe, 
5. in this Point, appears to be this. They, to whom the 
ne Government of the Church is intruſted, are to preſcribe 
ver what they judge ſit in the Service of God, according to 
ſeen the beſt Light they have; leaving ſuch Perſons tv God 
s oF-and their own Conſciences, as {ay they dare not com- 
ſe i ply with theſe Preſcriptions, They are oblig'd to reſiſt 
mus COnnne NT 
: * * 
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44 The Rea ſonablene ſi of Conformity. = 
Authority. If any truly honeſt Man be excluded Com tr 
munion by this means; the Penalty is to be conſider'd, not . 
as the Puniſhment of the Scruples of an honeſt Man, "F, 
(which he may have almoſt REY ) but *s a . 
Fence againſt Diſorder , as à Stop to ſuch Errors as 1 
are againſt the Peace and Order of this Society; as al 
Check to the Deſigns of wicked and unchriſtian Men, Who, 
under this Pretenſe, and in ſuch good Company, are 
doing whatever they can to unhinge all, and bring Con- 
fuſion and Ruine into the Church. You muſt be ſen 
ſible from what hath been ſaid before, that there are 


Caſes, in which it is fit that Men, let them be never ſo 


honeft, ſhould ſuffer thus for their Errors, granting them 
to be unavoidable. But this is not to be charg'd upon WM 
the Command: hut upon their Weakneſs, and the ill Con-. 
ſequences their Errors and Miſtakes may carry along 
with them, Imight cite Expeyience, as well as Reaſon, for 
this: but it is needleſs, | . 1 
This leads us to confider how a good, and underſtand- 
ing Perſon ought to behave himſelf, when the Caſe hap- 
pens that ſome Things are preſeribd in a Church, which 

he himſelf thinks lawful, but others pretend they do not; 
whether he ought himſelf to comply with theſe Preſerip-® 
tions, and endeavour to convince others that they ought 
to do ſo too; or whether it is his Duty to inveigh a- 
gainſt the Governors of this Church, and add Life and 
Strength to the unreaſonable Scruples of others; to pa- 
tronize thoſe who ſeparate upon groundleſs Prejudices, a 
"and with groſs Uncharitableneſs; or to plead- agamſtY 


their unreaſonable and diſorderly Practices; to maintain . 


an Authority he himfelf acknowledges in the Church on . 
other Occaſions; or to countenance the utmoſt Contempt j 
and Diſgrace put upon it. This We recommend to your DT 
Fober-Conſideration * and deſire you to think how incon-Whn 
bfiſtent it is, to argue againſt Conformity from the Scruples ei 
"of others; and yet to pretend that you would have com-Wit 
"1 ly'd, if the Terms of Conformity had been fram'd to your ti 
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. Fan your Terms had been accepted, there would not 

ot Jave been a Number of Diſſenters in the Land, WO 
„ Foul have ſcrupled to comply with them. Now, if the 
ruples of theſe Perſons would not have been a ſuffi- 

Went Argument againſt your Conformity, upon your own 

Terms: why are they pleaded as a ſufficient Argument 
Fainſt Conformity upon other Terms? If they be a ſuf- 
FMcicnt Argument againſt Conformity now; why would 

Pey not have been, ſuppoſing your own Terms had been 
Wcepted? © 4 * ns * Wat 

I 5 do I fee any Force in your Objecti- | 
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10 MY. that on the ſame Reaſons the Biſhops in- Abridgmenty | 


We the Croſs and Surplice upon Miniſters, they P 7. 
Wet bring in abundance of Ceremonies of tbe 
urch of Rome, which we have caſt out; becauſe this 
ill lye againſt the Impoſttion of every thing not abſo- 
Itely neceſſary, as well as thoſe Two: and I find you 
uld approve of the Impoſition of ſome ſuch Things. 
We think the Behaviour, and Apparel, of the Miniſter. 


po officiates, comes under the Care of the Governors of 
ch e Church; and Preſcriptions about them are a Check 
ot; the Extremes, both of Indecency and ſuperſtitious Fump. 
* 


e think they have Authority to fence againft theſe, and 
impoſe Rules of Behaviour in order to it. But then; 
chink they go beyond their Authority, when they 
troduce vain, ſenſeleſs; indecent Ceremonies; or abun- 


ba- nce of any ſort, to be a Trouble and Burthen, rather; 
es, an a Grace and Beauty, to Publick Worſhip... When; 
nie Church of England doth this, then it is time to com; 
ain 


in, and open fo vehemently againſt the Abuſe of Au- 


on prity. And even then, I do not think a Separation can; 
apt i juſtify'd ; Becauſe a Separation is of a great deal 
dur horſe Conſequence to both State and Church, than a 
n- mpliance with Authority in what had better not have 
lesen commanded. The Governor may tranſgreſs his 


ty in commanding, and yet I may be under an Obli- 
tion to obey. And the Pretenſe of witueſins againſt, bis, 
poſitions is not of half ſo much force, as the wit hy 


again 


45 The Rea fonableneſs of Conformity. ' | 7 
gainſt public Diſturbance and Diſorder. But ſince the r 
Church of England hath not burthen'd the Public Wor- 


ſhip with the abundance of Ceremonies you ſpeak of ; Wt 
and ſince theſe mention'd wholly reſpett the Miniſter ; 
methinks an Objection ſhould not be brought againſt 
them, the Weakneſs of which appears at firft Sight. For 
how does it fallow, If the Biſhops have Authority do pre- 
Scribe Two Ceremonies, that they have Authority to preſcribt 
Twenty ? or, if they have not Authority to. burthen God's WP 
Service with Ceremonies, that they have not Authority like- 
wiſe to preſcribe One or To? The Fault lyes in the Va- 
nity, Indecency, or Number of Things preſcrib'd : and 
if there had been nothing to be objected againſt the No- 
miſh Ceremonies from thefe Topics; our Reformers would 
hardly have urg'd an Abuſe of Authority which might 
be in Times to come, as an Argument againſt an Autho- 8 
rity at the preſent Time. . _ = 
Having ſaid what appear' tome reaſonable in defenſe . 
of the i by which theſe things were firft pre- . 
ſerid'd, 1 ſhall add a Word or Two about the retaining i! 
them. The Impoſitions' on which your heavieſt Charge is 
founded, and which we are now treating of, are Sponſors W 
at Baptiſm, The aſe of the Croſs after Baptiſm, and Knee: 
ling at the Commu nion. I do not ſee but that I have fhewn 
that the Gobernouys of the Church had authority to ah wr 3 
theſe , as much authority as they had to preſcribe other 
things with which you could comply. So then, thefe WP: 
things were once preſcribed by a fufficient authority; an 
authority to which obedience in all lawful things was due. 
The per ſons who ſucceeded thofe who firſt preſcribed theſe 
things found them order'd, as they thought, upon good 
grounds; they found the ſcruples and prejudices in the 
People againſt them to have ariſen ſince theſe things were 
order d; and this without reaſon, and without foundation; 
they found many Men of ſober underſtandings who had 
the meaneſt opinion of theſe impoſition, allowing them 
either to be ſuch as were lawful in themſelves, or ſuch as 
would not juftify a ſeparation; they found that the ſame 
I | arguments 
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7 The Reaſunableneſs of Conformity. 47 
16 Irgumeuts that were urg'd to prove it to be their duty to 
r- May aſide the ſe, might be with as much ſtrength urg'dagainſt 
; Irbers; and would as effectually prove it their duty to part 
rj Pitch their Liturgy, and any other preſcriptions, upon the 
t cruples of the People: and not being willing to acknou- 
or edge, they had no authority, or right to inſiſt upon any 
-e- Nerupled thing that is not eſſential to the worſhip or being 
be f a Church, they could not but think it proper to init 
d's ppon theſe, rather than make ſuch an acknowledgment; 
be- hey found, after all, that the advantage and union pro- 


FE Wy 


Poſed by the alteration of theſe terms was likely to prove 


ad n the iſſue none at all, unleſs other things of greater mo- 
t- Sent, and what they dared not think of parting with. 


ere removed alſo. Thus therefore they argued, Ve 
vd the removal of three impoſitions demanded upon theſe two 
o- round, That We have no authority to preſerabe ſuch; thing 

ud that many ſcruple to comply with them, and therefore can- 
iſe t haue communion with our Church, We have examined 
ns 


ee. Authority to preſcribe. what is not eſſential to the Chriftiam 
on 4 


n 
Nad b 
em 
148% 
ume 


in one caſe, to caſes not at all parallel to it. St. Paul 


wr 


12 
4 


and foundation. Thus, I think, the caſe might be argued: 


and I ſee not what can be replied by Ion, who argue up- r 
on theiprinciples Ihave been now examining, But you may 
now ask, Are you then for no alterations? Ves, I am fully r 
perſuaded there may be alterations made for the perfection 1 'I 
and advantage of the Church. I profeſs, I ſhall always 
plead for ſuch as are ſo; and that ſo much the more, if 
they be ſuch alſo as are likely to reconcile any Diſſenters Me 
to it ; nay, upon this account, I ſhall plead for ſuch as 1 
are nat ſo, provided the Church receive no damage from 
them. But I cannot argue for any upon ſuck principles 
as appear to me to tend to a ſurd, and unreaſonable altera- 
tions, as well as to thoſe that are reaſona ble. 
Having thus ſhewn that the Governours of the Gurch 
have authority to preſcribe thoſe things which you ſo 
highly diſlike; as well as thoſe which you could have 
complied with; having:ſhewnfrom your ſelves that New 
Terms of Commitnion'may lawfully be made; having re- 
mov d your Objections taken from the penalty annex'd; | 
and from that unbounded number of Impoſitions you fear 
may be brought into the Church upon the ſame grounds 
that the ſe are; I ſhall now obſerve g + | 
. That St. Paul fays nothing againſt this in the 14th 
chapter to the Romans, in order to remove your objec- 
tion taken from thence. I find that you urge the iſt ver- 
ſes of this chapter, as an argument to prove that it is un- 
lawful to enjoin Mini ſters to deny the Communion to thoſe | 
who will not receive it Aneeling; or, which is all one, to 
preſcribe Ruesliug ſo, as that there ſhall be no Communion Þ 
without#t- Bur: on hy hi 1344 2:3 
Fi, It is very unfair to apply what St. Paul-ſays if 
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4 * peaks of ſuch groundleſs ſcruples, as were deeply rooted 
and fed in the Minds of ſome Perſons, by the Religion 
they profeſs d before their Converſion to Chriſtianity: Ve 

= eak of ſuch ſcrupltes:as have been infuſed into many. 
3 en's minds by the common Enemy 3 a8 have been taken 
Nimus ä up, 
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Ip and hotly propagated, /ince the thing it ſelf was com- 
Handed, and in oppoſition to the Authority by which it was 
mmanded. St. Paul ſpeaks of ſuch groundleſs ſcruples, and 
ch differences of Opinion and practice as are perfectly 
nſiſtent with their joining together in one uniforin man- 
Er of public worſhip : and it is a little hard to argue from 
at he ſays of ſcruples of this nature, to what he would 
Vof ſcruples which are wholly inconſiſtent with it. He 
Peaks of perſons who, for what appears, were perfectly 
"Wpoſcd to agree in the ſame Cuſtoms, and the ſame beha- 
vr at the Communion ; and what he would ſay of per- 
s whoare not, we cannot judge from hence: but we 
y gueſs by ſome other places, that he was not ſo eaſie, 
indifferent, in the matter of Decency, or Cuſtom, in the 
blic worſhip, as you would repreſent him; and that 
Vas not his judgment, that Decency, and Cuſtom, ſhould 
Pays yield to the weakneſſes of Men; but that they 
uld comply with Decency and Cuſtom. That He was 
"It againſt preſeriptious relating to the behaviour of Chri- 
uns at the public worſhip, is plain from thoſe preſcriptions 

& hþimſelflaid down, Loch as theſe; That | | 
nen ſhould be filent at public Aſſemblies, e- 1 Cor. 11. 
in thoſe days when the revelation of the 1 Cor. 13. 
it was common: That Women ſhould be 

ed in the Church: merely becauie theſe things were a- 
r- W&<able to the notions of Decency, then in the world. That 
1 WF {7 ophets,who had any thing revealed to them, ſhould wait 
=o” patience, and obſerve a due order in their peaking, mere- 
to co avoid any thing that looked like canon in religious 
ni Vip; and the like. Theſe ſhew that it could not be 
eſign, inthe chapter now before us, to forbid the 


ys Th king any ſuch preſcriptions ; for being a Governour of 


i brech, he made ſome himſelf: aud that it was his 
ed nion that Governours may preſcribe for decency and or- 
on . 1s plain from thence. As you therefore argue, from 
example of St Paul, who, being himſelf a * 
ay Gove, nous, commanded not the things Abridgment 


* here ſpeaks of, but does in efe# forbid the p. 166. 
up per nours of the Church to command them, to | 
2 E | ſhew 


* 
* k 


50 The Reaſvnableneſs of Conformity. 
ſhew the unlawfulneſs of commanding thoſe things; ſo give 
me leave to argue from the example of St. Paul, who, be- 
ing bimſelf a Church-Governour, did command things of the 
ſame nature with thoſe we are ſpeaking of; did himſelf lay 
down Rules for regulating the behaviour of Chriſtians 
in Public Aſſemblies; and doth, in effect, give leave to 
Church Governouys to preſcribe according to the rules of 
Decency and Order, give me leave, I fay, from hence to 
argue, that it is lawful (as far as St. Paul's example can 
make it ſo) to preſcribe about the behaviour of Chriſtians 
at the ſolemnitiꝛs of Religion; that He no more thought, in 
this Chapter, of ſcriples relating to Men's behaviour at pnb- 
lic Aſſemblies, than he thought of contradicting himfelf z 
and that the things He here fpeaks of, and thoſe Ve are 
ſpeaking of, are fo different from one another, that his 
rules about them may be, and are, very different tob. If 
therefore, the example of St. Paul be a good argument a- 
gainſt the lawfulflefs of preſcribing what Men ſhall eat, 
and that they ſnhall not be teceived to Communion nalef; 
they do eat it: let the example of St. Paul be eſteemed a 
tolerable argument for the lawfulnefs of laying down 
rules and preſcriptions about the bebavionr of Chriſtians at 
public 4|ſemblies, That theſe preſcriptions ſhould be laid 
aſide, when they come to be fcrupled as unlawful, this 
chapter. is as far from ſaying as any part of the Bible, It 

ſays indeed, Ton onght to receive thoſe who are ſo little in 

3 ſerufted in the Nature of Chriſtianity, and ſo prejudiced by 
their former education and principles, ds to ſcruple thing 
which are lawful ; ſuch things as do not concern your cuſtom: 
or behavicur at the public Aſſemblies. But it ſays not 
Toi ought to receive ſuch, tho they ſcruple to join with you in 
your cu ſtoms and behaviour at religions Worſhip, It ſays not 
Ton otight to receive ſuch as have taken np ſugh groundleſs pre 

judices fmce ſuch rules were laid down for their behaviour 

fuch as ſeem to be contentious ; ſuch as refuſe to comply in mei 
oppoſition ; as too many do. It ſays indeed, Tou ſhall recerv 

en, tho they will not conform to your preſcriptions and cu 
toms in what they eat at their own houſes: But it fays no 

Jun foal receive Men, tho' they will not conform to your pn 

| | ſ » 1p116 
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The Reafunableneſs of Conformity. 
- ſcriptions and cuſtoms in their behaviour in God's houſe. In 
- WM fine, We may conclude from this chapter, that St. Paul, 
he at that time, thought it more prudent to leave Men even 
iy WM *2 their own. unreaſonable humours in eating and drink» 
ing, than to interpoſe his authority to regulate their owt 

10 Tables ; but we cannot conclude from it, that he thought 
of it a crime to uſe his authority to regulate their demean- 

to our at the Lord's Table; that he thought it a ſin for Govers 

an 70175. tointerpoſe; or aduty in them when they had inter- 
n poſed, to give up their preſcriptions, when they come to 
in be ſcrupled: If you would argue ui againit preſcrip* 

tions from this chapter, you muſt argue againſt preſcribing 
ſomething as little relating to any fundamental d E&rine 
of Chriſtianity, or the behaviour of Chriſtians at public 
| Aſſemblies, as Meat and Drink : and for any other ſort of 


py 


his 

Iii preſcriptions, whatever ſervice other arguments may do, 
. I fee not how this chapter can poilibly be to the purpoſe. 
eat And this will appear more plainly to you from what 1 
jetz Þave to offer farther, and that is,, 

d a Secondly, that if this chapter prove the -unlawfulneſs of 
wu 7” eſcribing Kneeling at the ; Wat 542 or retaining it when 
ait comes to be ſcrupled y it proves as effectually the unlaw- 
laid fulneſs of preſcribing what you your ſelves muſt acknow- 
th: ledge lawful, and what you could have joined with. 


From whence we may infer that, if it proves not the un- 
lawfulneſs of one, neither dots it prove the unlawfulneſs 
of the other. Some inſtances I ſhall give to make this 
plain. St. Faul preſcribed that Women ſhould be ſilent in 
public Aſſemblies, merely becauſe it was decent, and be- 
coming that ſtate of ſubjection they ought to appear in. 
Our Gover'nours preſcribed Kneeling at the Communion, mere- 


on i 

not} becauſe it was decent, and becoming the Solemnity of 

pre that holy rite : arguing that, as we kneel to our Prince 
ohen we receive a Favour, a pledge of his Love, from 


him; ſo it is agreeable to all the notions and cuſtoms of 
Decency we have, that we ſhould kneel when we receive «© 
the moſt ineſtimable pledge of Love from our great Lord, 
by the hands of his Miniſter. Suppoſe now ſome Women 
thould have been ſo "_ as to have thought it unlawful 
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to have obeyed that injunction of St. Paul's, thinking 
they were conſtrain'd by the Spirit to ſpeak, and judging 
their ſilence to be a crime; (we have lived to ſee this, and 
many as ridiculous ſuppoſitions verified z) would you pro- 
duce this fourteenth chapter to the Romans, to prove that 
St. Paul was againſt preſcribing, or retaining any ſuch rule; 
or that theſe Perſons were to be received, and not cenſured? 
and yet their crime is taking a lawful thing to be unlawful. 
If you would not produce it againſt the lawfulneſs of pre- 
ſcribing this, tho' ſome ſhould be ſo weak as to think it 


#rlawful, how can you produce it againſt preſcribing 


Kneeling, merely becauſe ſome think it unlawful? Once 


more, ſuppoſe our Governonrs had preſcribed a Liturgy 


to your Minds, and amongft others a Form of Prayer to 
be uſed at the Communion. Some, y ouknow, and no in- 
conſiderable number, have fcrupled joining with a Form 
as unlawful. Now ſuch as theſe are as effectually exclu- 
ded from the Communion by this preſcription, as if it were 


ſaid in expreſs terms, that none ſhall be admitted, who 


will not join in this Form. Yet in the impoſing this, you 


were ready to join. I ask, therefore, If this chapter com- 


mand you to receive all whoſe crime is only the ſcrupling 
a thing lawful as unlawful, with what conſcience could you 
have complied with this preſcription; which, according 
to you, muſt be flatly 1 0 and contrary to God's word, 
becauſe it doth as effectually exclude thoſe whom you 
ought to recezve, as any other preſcription f If it do not, 
why could you not comply with other preſcriptions, 
as well as this, ? Why is it produced againſt others, and 
not againſt this ? Is a Form of Prayer neceſſary to the due 
celebration of that religious rite? Your practice ſhews, 
you think it not ſo. Is a ſtated Form of Prayer not on- 
Iy lawful but decent? ſo is Kneeling. But I will urge no 
more on this Head. I cannot but think, I have ſhewn, 
both from St. Paxl's example, and your own conceſſions, 
that this chapter ſays nothing againſt thoſe preſcriptions 


Which concern the puclic Worſhip, and that by the weak 


in faith here is not to be underſtood every one who is fo 
> weak 
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weak asto take a lawful thing for unlawful, unleſs in caſes 
parallel to Meat and Drink. I {hall now add, | 

Thirdly, That Mr. Baxter's Practice, and the PraQice 
of the Independents, is for, and not againſt, ſuch Impoſiti- 
ons as are the Foundation of your heavieſt Charge a- 
gainſt the Church. Fer the Independents, | 
take Mr. Baxter's Word, who repreſents Abridgment, 
them as ſtyicter ahout the Qualifications of P. 118. 
Church-Members, than Scripture, Reaſon, or 
the Fractice of the Univerſal Church, will allow. And if this 
be not to make new unneceſſary Terms of Communion, and 
to refuſe thoſe whom Chriſt has commanded them to receive, 
what is? Yet we obſerve with what Brotherly Affection 
you court them; with what Caution you open your 
Mouths againſt this in them, and with what Heat you 
can inveigh againſt any thing like it in the Church q 
England; with what Zeal you join with them, and wit 
what Zeal you ſeparate from us. But Mr. Baxter hath 
not only given us this Account of the Independents , but 
hath left upon Record ſomething of himſelf ſo like what 
he cenſures ſo ſeverely in the Church of England, that, 
with all the Niceneſs I am Maſter of, I cannot fee any 
difference between them, unleſs what ſerves to make 
Mr. Baxter much more liable to cenſure, than the Chnrch. 
We have it related for his Honour, as it feems, 1n his 
Life. A Gentleman, againſt whom he had | 
no Objection on any other Account, (as far Abridgment, 
as it appears, defired to communicate with b. 86. 
him; only he deſir'd to receive Kneeling, : 
and at a difin@ time from thoſe others, whom he thought 
ſo guilty on ſome account or other, that he ſcrupled to 
join with them. Suppoſing this to be a Weakneſs; one 
would hardly think it conſiſtent with Mr. Baxter's way 
of arguing, that he ſhould be deny'd the Communion for 
it. But let us ſee how Mr. Baxter dealt with him. Firft, 
He would not give it him at all, unleſs be would ſubmit 
to Diſcipline, and take him ſor his Paſtor, ſo that his Bap- 
tzſm a Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, it ſeems, were not 

R | ſufficient 
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an honeſt Man might ſcruple, and yet be fit to be ad- 


as his Paſtor, and to his Diſcipline : ſuch Scruples as af- 


gard to the Preſcriptions of his ejected Biſhop, and ye 
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ſufficient to entitle him to the Privileges of a Chriſtian, un- 
leſs he would ſubmit to what Mr. Baxter call'd Diſcipline, 
ald take him for bis Paſtor, Perhaps the Gentleman was 

erſuaded in his Conſcience that the ejected Biſhop was 
\ © Paſtor , tho” Mr. Baxter had Authority to adminiſter 
the Sacrament to him, However, ar, fo was here 13 
from his ſcrupling th's, Why he ſhould not be acknow- 
ledg'd a Chriſtian ? What was there in this Error, ſo con- Not 
trary to any great Deſign of the Goſpel, or the Nature of 
the Sxcrament, that he might not be admitted to it? Sæ- t 
condly, As to the Foſture, He would not give it him Kneel- 
ing, unleſs He would firſt bear bis Rea ſons againſt it, and Ist: 
then profeſs, after he had heard them, that be thought it a Mc, 
Sin againſt God ta receive in any other Poſture : both which 


mitted to the Communion. From hence it appears, of Wc 
what Moment Mr. Baxter thought an Uniformity in the 5 
Poſtures of the Receivers, and how willing they ought to. 
be to hear Reaſons to bring them to it. But, Fhirdly, As th 
to the Iime, He abſolutely refus'd to give it him at am 
diſtin Time from others, tho* he ſcrupled to receive it 
at the ſame time with them, Now here, If I be not mi- ¶ ſu 
ſtaken, are to be found the very Crimes which are laid; 
by you at the Door of the Church of Englaud; and ſome- Nhe 
what more. In the firſt place, Here is an honeſt Chri- 
ſtian deny d the Communion on the account of ſome ab 
Scruples he might have, about ſubmitting to Mr. Baxter Ca 


tected not his Chriſtianity, or his Behaviour at the Pub- pe 
lic Worſhip; which ſeems to come very near the Cale; 
determin'd by St. Faul in the Fourteenth Chapter to the 


Romans. In the ſecond place, He is deny'd the Recep. = 
tion of the Holy Sacrament in the manner which ſeem un 
beſt to him; unleſs He will hear Rea ſons againſt it, and xd 
profeſs he cannot honeſtly take it otherwiſe : That is, he i Re 
_deny'd it, if he ſhould be fo weak, and prepoſſeſs d, uM 1;, 
to ſcruple what a Man might ſcruple out of a great Re 
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remain a good Chriſtian, In the third place a Pre ſcrip- 
ion is laid down, Ton ſhall receive it at the ſame time with 

thoſe others, tho you eſteem them ſchnſmaiical, and diſorderly, 
and the Penalty here is No Communton. Now, tho! it be 

neceſſary to fet ſome Time when the People ſhould meet 

their Miniſter; yet we cannot ſay it is any more neceſſa- 
ry that all ſhould come at one time, than that all ſhould 
receive in one Poſture, nor do I ſee that this Difference 
of Time can poſſibly be the Occaſion of greater Breaches. 


© Wand Schiſms, than a Difference of Behaviour at the ſame 
„ume: nay, I believe there may be better Reaſons found 
f out for admitting Companies on ſome Occaſions, at di- 
| 


ſtinct times, than for admitting different Geſtures at the 
4 ſame time. And, I pray, what great B each, or Schi ſin, 
can we ſuppoſe would have been made, had he admit- 
d. ted this Gentleman, and his Family, at one Hour, to the 
of W Communion; and the others at another? What great 


Whoſe only Crime it was to be ſo weak, From whence 
| | E 4 : I CONs 
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T conclude that, when he was a Governor himſelf, it was 
not his Judgment, that it was unlawful to lay down 


ſuch Preſcriptions, as do indeed become new Terms of 


Communion ; that it was not his Judgment that St. Paul, 
in the Fourteenth to the Romans, ſpake of ſuch Scruples 
as reſpe& the Public Worſhip, or underſtood by the 
weak in Faith, every Perſon who was ſo weak as to judge 
a lawful thing to be unlawful. For we ſee ſuch a Weak: 
eſs may be of that Conſequence, in Mr. Baxter's Opi- 
nion, as that the Perſon who is ſo weak ought not to 
be receiv'd to Communion. Upon this I cannot help ma- 
king this Reflexion, that the Diſpute between Us and Tou 
is not, whether there ſhall be any Impoſitions or no, but 
whether they ſhall be ſuch as Ours or Tours ; whether the 
Biſhops ſhall preſcribe what they think fit, or whether 
every particular Miniſter ſhall be left to himſelf, to make 
what Terms of Communion he thinks fit; to receive, or 
reject whom he pleaſes, and on what Condition he 
judges proper. It is too plain, this will be the Conſe- 
quence of wreſting this Power out of the Biſhops Hands; 
and that this is the Practice where-ever a ſeparate Mini- 
ry is erected: and we leave it to all the World to judge, 
whether the Biſhops have not as much Right to make 
theſe Terms, as every Paſtor and Curate; and whether 
the Chriſtian World be more likely to ſuffer by all Mi- 
niſters acting according to their Preſcriptions, than by 
their acting according to their own Humours and Opr 
nzons, Paſſions and Prejudices. | 
Thus have I carefully confider'd the Cafe of Impoſi- 
tions, which ſeems to be the great Hindrance in your way 
to Conformity ; and have choſen to argue with you upon 
this Matter chiefly from your own Conceſſions, and 
your own Practices; which appears to me to be ſo con- 
vincing a Method, that I cannot but hope that you will 
once more review this part of your Cauſe; and that, in 
arguing againſt the Impoſitions of the Church of England, 
vou will either ſhew us, that you allow no ſuch Inpoſ- 
tions, either in your Declarations, or Practice; or = 
©, FF ti; oo us . S rea on 
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reaſon againſt them from ſuch Principles, as conclude 
not againſt all as well as ſome. Till you do this, we 
muſt think, either that you are not ſincere in drawin 
up this heavy Charge againſt the Church, while you al- 
low and practice the very thing you condemn; or that 
you are not ſenſible whither theſe Arguments tend. But 
I proceed. | 
6. A ſixth Reaſon why you cannot conform as Mini- 
ſters, is, becauſe this Aſſent, Conſent,and Subſcription, would 
be an Allowance and Approbation of that Aſſertion, that Bi- 
ſhops, Prie ſts, and Deacons, are three diſtin# Orders in the 
Church by Divine Appointment. By Divine Appointment, you 
add your ſelves: For all that the: Sentence, which you 
quote, ſays, is that theſe Orders have been in tbe Church 
fm the Apoſtles Times: and all that you can ſhew cer- 
tainly to be imply'd in any of the Prayers in the Ordi- 
nation Office 1s, that God hath appointed divers Orders of 
Mini ſters in his Church, And yon not only add this, but 
you wholly alter the Form of that Sentence in the Pre- 
face to the Ordination Office, on which you ground this 
Objection; and ſeem to me to miſrepreſent thE plain 
Deſign and Intent of it. For there is ſome difference I 
think, between theſe Two Sentences. Biſhops Priefts, and 
Deacons, are Three diſtinct Orders in the Church, by Divine 
Appointment , and from the Apoſtles Time, there have been 
theſe Orders in Chriſts Church, Biſhops, Prieſts, and Dea- 
cons. The former of theſe is yours; and leads People 
to think, that the principal Intent of this Sentence. you 
{cruple, was to lay it down for an undoubted Truth, that 
Biſhops, Priefls, and Deacons, are Three diſtin& Orders, 
(in the moſt ſtrict Senſe of that Word, and in Oppoſiti- 
on to thoſe Epiſcopal Men, who did not approveof that 
Word taken in ſo ſtrict a Senſe,) and that by Divine Ap. 
ointment, The latter is the Sentence, as it is expreſs d 
y the Church it ſelf; and the Deſign of it is plainly no 
more, but to ſignify, that Biſhops, Prieſis, and Deacons, 
have been in the Church, from the very beginning, di- 
ſtinguiſn'd from one another by their peculiar Ole. 
ee tba © 
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But if you take a Pleaſure in repreſenting, and under: 
ſtanding every thing, in the way which to you carries 
moſt Difficulty along with it, we cannot help it. Thus, 
another Difficulty is made, that theſe Orders are ſpoken 
of as ſeveral Offices; tho*, how Biſhops, Priefts, and Dea- 
cons, if they be ſpoken of, either as Three Orders, or as 
IThree Degrees in the ſame Order; how, I ſay, they can 
poilibly be ſpoken of any otherwiſe than as ſeveral Offices, 
I ſhall never apprehend. But I have Two Things to an- 
fwer to this Objection. © | 

1. Neither Aſſent and Conſent, nor Subſcription, oblige 
vou to. agree to every individual Sentence in the Pre: 
faces, and Rubrics, belonging to the Offices of the Church, 
I have before ſufficiently ſhewn, and I here ſay it again, 
that Aſent and Conſent refer to nothing but the Uſqof 
theſe Forms in public Miniftrations : and that Subſcrip- 
tion cannot reafonably be extended to this Book of Com: 


mon Prayer, &c. in any other Senſe, than as it is a Book | 


directing him who officiates, as to his Behaviour, and 
the Prayers he is to uſe; and doth not appear to have 
been intended for any thing farther. Beſides, if it were 
deſign'd to extend to every particular Sentence of no re- 
lation to Uſe, it affects not the Matter now before us; for 
the Effect of it is this, that this Book containeth nothing con- 
trary to the Word of God. Now I hardly think that any 
thing can be produced out of the Word of God, ta which 
this Sentence is contrary. For there is no Text of Scrip- 
ture which ſays this is not evident, &c. nor is there any 
thing in Scripture from whence it may be plainly pro- 
ved, that this is a falſe Propoſition, Biſhops, Priefts, and 
Deacons bade been in the Church from tbe Apoſtles Days. 
There is no Paſſage in the New Teſtament that either 
Forbids that there ſhould be ſuch Orders, or ſays that 
there were not. Bur, | e 


2. Suppoſing this Aſſent, Conſent, and Subſcription, did 
extend to every ſuch Sentence as this; yet I ſee nothing 
An your Objections againſt this, but what ſeems very 
hard and unreaſonable, When it is ſaid, This is evident 
10 
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fo all diligent Readers, can any one imagine that the Intent 
of this is, that it is impoſſible any ſuch ſhould ever 
doubt of it? or that any thing more was deſign'd, than 
to ſignify that it was a plain Truth? Should we deal 
thus with all ſuch Expreſſions, what could we hear that 
would pleaſe us? Suppoſe it ſhould be ſaid, It is evident 
to all Men diligently reading Holy Scripture, that our Saviour 
exiſted before he was born of the Virgin Mary; would you 
ſcruple to ſubſcribe to this, becauſe the Socinians, who 
have diligently read Holy Scripture, ſay they cannot find 
it there, I believe, the Objection would never have enter d 
into your Heads. Nothing is more uſual than ſuch Forms 
of Speech; and nothing more unreaſonable, than to paſs 
by the principal thing intended by them, and to argue 
againft the manner of expreſſing them taken in a lite- 
ral Senſe, when itis always figurative. We muſt be 
ſenſible, there are many Cauſes why very conſiderable 
Men ſometimes miſs of a very plain Truth; and if we 
be afraid of ſaying, this is a plain Truth, becauſe Calvin, 
or Beza, or Blondell, or Salmaſius, or Cartwright, or Selden, 
or any others did not think it plain; and argue from 
hence againſt agreeing to it, we ſhew more Regard to 
great Names than is allowable. Was this Sentence de- 
lign'd to caſt a Reflexion upon any learned or judicious 
Men? You cannot think it was. Do you make any 
Scruple of differing often from them? You know you 
do not; I'm ſure you ought not. Do not you run them 
down as Novices, and call them Fools as much, and as 
effectually this way, as you can do by ſubſcribing this? 
Yet you do not think That a good Argument againſt 
judging as you think fit. Is not the principal Deſign of 
a Sentence to be regarded, and the Manner of Expreſſi- 
on to be interpreted according to Uſe, and not according 
to the Letter? yet here you take the Manner of Expreſſi- 
on quite contrary to what you do in common uſe; and 
gabe Objections from this Manner of Expreſſion ſo mi- 
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|| As to the thing intended in this Sentence; it is" plain- 
* I this, that Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, have been in th- 
1 Church from the Apoſtles Days. Now this Truth hath 
been very much clear'd fince the Reformation; and the 
unhappy Neceſſity ſome Learned Men imagin'd them A 
{elves under, to contradict and obſcure it; and the De- v 
fire they had that it ſhould not appear of great Conſe-¶ c: 
quence, hath help'd mightily to the clearing it. Arch-¶ u 
biſhop Uſher may very well appear in the Head of thoſe o 
who have added great Evidence to this Propoſition, If t 
he differ'd from other Epiſcopal Men, the Difference i 
may well be thought verbal and not real; if we conſider Ml t: 
the Service he hath done to Epiſcopacy, in Oppoſition too 
the Presbyterians. Biſhop Pearſ9n and others follow'd. 
Dr. Hammond s. Diſſertations againſt Blondell (faith Mr, 
Chillingworth, who uſes not to — unreaſonably) never 
were an ſmer d, ner never will, Mr. Chillingworth himſelf 
thinks the Proof of this Truth amounts to ſuch a Demon- 
ſtration, as can never be evaded. He produces ſeveral 


Atridgment, Presbyters. Nr. Baxter himſelf thinks it 
11 evident that in the Primitive Church there was 
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nnfix d; tho? I muſt obſerve, upon this part of the Que- 
ſtion alſo, that this very early, and univerſal Reception 
of fixed Biſhops (which Mr. Baxter confeſſes) is it {elf a 
good Argument, that there were ſuch conſtituted by the 
Apoſtles themſelves; and that the Conſtitution of ſuch 
was judg'd moſt agreeable to their Mind. How elſe 
can we imagine that the Reception of them ſhould be ſo 
univerſal, and ſo early, that you cannot name the Place, 
or Time, from the very Days of the Apoſtles, in which 
they are not found? Nor, in the Matter before us, doth 
it ſignify much, whether the Scriptures inſtituted any par- 
ticular Form of Church Government, in Contradiction to any 
other, or no: tho”, if you will follow Mr. Baxter, you 
muſt think they did. The Point is, whether in Fact 
there were in thoſe early Days, Biſhops ,Priefts, and Dea- 
cons, Mr. Baxter ſays there were. And they were ſuffi- 
ciently diſtinguiſſ'd from one another. As Deacons were 
not Prieſts, ſo all Priefts were not Biſhops. The Bj 
was the Superior, and had his Presbyters under him. 


* 


that, as to the peculiar Office of Biſhops, in the main 


here is no difference; and an Agreement in the whole 
Matter deliver'd in this Propoſition, that Biſhops, Priefts, 
and Deacons, in the Senſe that we all underſtood thoſe 
Words in, were in the Church from the very Beginning. 
And what if they be call'd Orders by others? If you ac- 
knowledge the very thing which is meant in this Sen- 
tence, why ſhould this Word trouble you? I think it a 
very proper Word: but if I did not, yet if I acknow- 
ledg'd what Mr. Baxter does concerning. Biſhops and 
Prieſts, I could never anſwer to my ſelf. the ſcrupling 
this Sentence becauſe they are call d Orders, If any o- 
ther Word had been here us'd, let it be Degrees, or what 
you pleaſe, the like Cavils exactly might have been 


made againſt it, by any who would have been at the 


Pains to do it. | / | 
Thus much for your principal Reaſons againſt the 
Aſſent and Conſent, and Subſcription, requir d in the Church 
of England, Let us now proceed to ſome others Powe 
poſe 
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ps of lefler Conſideration ; yet ſuch, as ſeem: to you 
Tufficient to keep you from conforming, as Miniſters. As, 
1. Tou cannot 5 to pronounce all ſav d, that are bu- 
ried, except the Unbaptiz'd, Excommunicate, and Self-mur- 
tberers ; as, you ſay, all conforming Miniſters are oblig'1 
to do. In return to this Objection, I ſhall not trouble 
you or my ſelf with ſearching out ſome poſſible ſound 
Senſe, in which ſome of the Paſſages in the Burial-Office, 
againſt which you except, may be underſtood. For could} 
I ſhew you, that God may be ſaid to take even a very 
wicked Man away in Mercy, and that we may give 
him Thanks for it. in a juſt Senſe, yet I do not love to 
go againſt the firſt Deſign of ſuch public. Forms; and, 
after all, tho' thoſe Exprethens might poſhbly be us'd of 
Perſons of whom we bad not the leaſt reaſon to hope 
well; yet theſe Werds, As our Hope is this our Brother 
doth, in the laſt Collect, can in no Senſe be apply d to 
ſuch. It muſt, therefore, be on d, and it is too plain 
to be deny'd, that in ſuch Caſes as you mention, of Mex 
cut off in the midſt of notorious Sins, Drunkenneſs, Adultery, 
Murther, &c. this Office is wholly improper : and ſure, 
we need not doubt but that at length ſome Regard wall 
be had to the repeated Deſires of many of the beſt De- 
fenders of the Church; and this Ground of Objection 
againſt it wholly remov'd. In the mean while, I have 
Tomewhat farther to offer to op. 
Only before I do that, I muſt take ſome Notice of 
Two Things which I think unreaſonable in your Ma- 
nagement of this Head of Accuſatien. 1. In that Sen- 
tence, God hath taken the Soul of our departed Brother 0 
bimſelf, you will interpret thoſe Words, to bimſelf, as if 
they certainly ſignify'd, to Happineſs; when they arc 
capable of another Senſe; and a Senſe that is juſtifiable 
by what Solomon ſaith of Death with re— 
Feel 12. 7. ſped to all Men, Then Hall the Duſt return 
to the Earth as it was: and the Spirit ſhall 
return unto God who gave it. If the Spirit of all Men may, 
in a ſound Senſe, be {aid to return to God; then it may 
| All 
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alſo be ſaid, in a ſound Senſe, that God takes to himfeif 
the Spirits of all Men, when they die. The ſame Inter- 
pretation that we fix upon the one, we may, with equal 
Juſtice, fix upon the other; and if the one be a true Pro- 
poſition, ſo is the other; the ſame Objections lying a- 
gainft the Manner of Expreſſion in both. © © 

2. You deal very hardly with this Sentence, Ve com- 
mit his Body to the Ground, in [ure and certain Hope of the 
Reſurre@ion unto eternal Life, &c. Theſe are the Words 
in the Common Prayer Book; and if we Chriſtians may 
not be allow'd, when we commit a Body to the-Ground, 
even ſuppoſing it the Body of 2 wicked Man, to ſay 
thus, Ve commit not this Body to the Earth, as Men who be- 
lieve the Bodies thus laid in it ſhall remain there for ever; 
bit as Perſons fully perſuaded that there will be a Reſurre- 
ion of the Bodies of all Men at the laſt Day; (which is, 
I am ſure, the true Interpretation of thoſe Words) it is 
very hard. But here J find theſe Words, a happy Reſurre- 
dtion, put inſtead of the Reſurrectiou, for what reaſon I 
cannot certainly tell: and it is affirm'd that this muſt 
neceſſarily refer to the dead Perſon, and that ſo as to ſig- 
nify a Certainty of a happy Reſurrection to him; be- 
cauſe, in one of the following Prayers, we pray that we 
may reſt in Chriſt, as our hope is this our Brother doth, We 
are told, this puts it out of doubt. I can do nothing here 
but appeal to the Words, as I have tranſcrib'd them from 
the Common-Prayer Book, and to that Interpretation I have 
given of them; which indeed is ſo natural, that I never 
could frame any other to my ſelf: and muſt leave the 
Reader to judge, whether this be a good way of rea- 
ſoning; remembring that the Word Hope may he us'd, 
when we are remov'd many Degrees from Confidence, 
and are upon the very Eorders of Fear; but that the 
Words, ſure aud certain Hope, cannot be us d but in the 
Caſe of a confident Expectation, without the leaſt Doubt 
or Fear in it. This is the Caſe. In a Prayer, at ſome 
diſtance from this Sentence, the Church hopes (which, in 
the loweſt Senſe of the Word, is far from Certainty) "_ 
L —— this 
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this Perſon reſts in Chriſt. Now, how doth this put it ont 
of doubt, that, in this Sentence, committing his Body to the 


Ground, in ſure and certain * of the Re ſurrection to 


Eternal Life? Cc. the Church muſt neceſſarily refer 
to bis particular Reſurrection only : and ſignify by theſe 
Words a confident Aſſurance of his happy Reſurrection? 
The uſing of this Word in the laſt Prayer is ſo far from 
putting this out of doubt; that it does not fo much as 
make it probable: nay, there not being other Evidence 
fr this, it appears to me rather to prove the contrary, 
For if the Church, where it undoubtedly ſpeaks of the 
dead Perſon, makes choice of a Word which may be 
us'd where-ever we have not certain Demonſtration that 
he is incapable of Salvation; this leads us to think that, 
if Words be here us'd importing no leſs than the high- 
eſt Aſſurance and moſt confident Expectation, they were 
not intended to refer to the Salvation of this particular 
Perſon; the one being applicable to a vaſt Number of 
Perſons, of whom the other cannot poſſibly be us d. But 
tho this be utterly inſufficient to put your Inter pretati- 
on beyond doubt; yet I think verily Ican produce ſome- 
thing which, if you be truly willing to acknowledge it, 
will put it beyond doubt, that the Interpretation I have 
given is both agreeable to the Words, and intended by 
our Church; and that is, the Alteration of this Sentence 
as 1t is to be us'd at the Burial of the Dead at Sea: and 
I do not ſee how you can deny the ſame Senſe to be in- 
tended in both. We therefore commit his Body to the Deep, 
to be turn d into Corruption, looking for the Reſurrection of 
the Body, and the Life of the World to come, &c. Com- 
pare the Two Forms together, and ſee if this do not 
plainly ſhew, that the meaning which you have ſo po- 
nt wely affix d to the other, was never thought of by thoſe 
who drew it up. | 
Having taken notice of theſe two things, what I have 
farther to offer upon this Head i- this, that I do verily 
think that a Miniſter in the Church of England is under no 
<bligation to uſe theſe expreſſions, which are the ground 
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of your objection, in fuch caſes as you mention; over 
notorious, incorrigible, impenitent Adulterers, Drunkards, 
e Mnurtherers, or the like: nor ever likely to 


0 

I WW ſufter the leaſt inconvenience for omitting them. I deſign 
: not by this to teach any perſons to play with what ought 
to be ſacred amongſt Chriſtians ; or to make light of De- 
n clarations and Subſcriptions. I hope I am far from it: and 
if what I now fay cannot be demonſtrated to be perfectly 
© Wl conſiſtent with all the obligations a Conforming Miniſter 
„is under, I here renounce it as ſoon as I have faid it. 
© WI defire then, it may be confider'd 1. That the omiffor 
© Wof theſe Sentences, in fuch caſes, is not contrary to the 
original deſign of the Church in preſeribing this form; but 
more agreeable to it than the ng them. I find it almoſt 
” Wunanimouſly affirmed by as great Writers as any that 
have appeared in this cauſe, that this Offce ſuppoſes ſuch 
© Diſcipline in the Church, that all notorious and incorri- 
' gible ſinners ſhould be excommunicated, and ſo incapable 
© Hof this Offce. If this be fo, and yet no ſuch Diſcipline 
i” {Wexercifed; to. what part of his charge, to what part of his 
vou is Fe falfe, who either denies the Offce to thoſe, of 
, ¶ whoſe acceptance with God there cannot be te leaſt hope; 
© {Wor omits theſe expreſions which render this Offce ſo impro- 
per on ſuch occaſions? I defire it may be remembred, that 
© WI am not now encouraging any perſons to judge hardly 
a Wot their Neighbours ; but ſpeak only of ſuch caſes, where 
- Wit is moſt apparent, and undeniahle, that there is no 

„ eround for the loweſt degree of Hope. Suppoſing there- 
f Wore a Man cut off in the midſt of fnch fins as Alulte/y, 

Blaſpbemy, Swearing, Drunkenneſs, without the leaſt ſign 
Tt of Repertance or acceptance with God; were theſe ex- 

re ſions deſign'd for him? Can the Canon which reſpects 

this, be ſuppoſed to command the ſe of this Form, any 

otherwiſe than as it was deſigned by the Church? Do any 

of our Governors, or did they ever inſiſt upon obedience 
to the letter of this Canon in ſuch caſes? Not as T know of; 

and if they did, I ſhould venture wy Fe rather than 


obey: becauſe my conſcience would not let me ſay, I 
F hoped 
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hoped the dead perſon reſts in Chriſt, when there cannot la 
be the leaſt ground for hope; and becauſe I cannot recon” Min 
cile ſuch an obedience with the obligations I am under Wa: 
to the Church. But, as for omitting what was never inten- MW t! 
ded by the Church for ſuch occaſions, I could do it with a Hir 
very eaſy conſcience ; having by no vow, declaration, or in 
ſubſcription, as Tapprehend, obliged my ſelf to the uſe of g 
any thing againft the plain intent of that Church, in which Wir 
I miniſter. And did it appear, that it was the deſign of WA 
this Church, and of the Governours of it, to oblige thoſe Has 
who miniſter in it, to declare in public, that they hope be 
common Swearers, Drunkards, Adulterers, Murtherers, {1h 
Bla ſphemers; that ſuch as theſe, I ſay, dying without Wt! 
any ſign of acceptance with God, reft in Chriſt; what Wt: 
Man, who had the leaſt ſenſe of Religion, could conform Mp 
as a Miniſter? But, 2. You tell us here of ſome Conform-¶ b. 
ing Miniſters who will not allow this Office to Diſſenters, un- Wir 
der the Notion of Schiſmatics. Upon the authority of Wt! 
theſe perſons then, this Ofice may certainly be denied toy 
ſome who are not actually excommunicated. For, as they Mw 


deny it to ſome Diſſenters, who, they think, ought ton. 


he excommunicated, whether they be or no: ſoit may rea- if 
ſonably, and upon the ſame foundation, be denied to no- g: 
torious and incorrigible Drunkards, Adulterers, and the 
like, tho' they be not actually excommunicated. Nothing d- 
is plainer than that ſuch as theſe ſhou'd be diſown'd by in 
all Churches, and not eſteemed as Chriſtians. This is 2g. 
Canon of St, Paul's, of as long ſtanding almoſt as the Gos 
pel itſelf, And certainly, no Church that ſpeaks anyWa 
thing of Excommunication, can be ſuppoſed not to deſigu 
that notorious, incorrigible Adulterers, Murtherers andi ſi 
the like, ſhould be excommunicated, as much as it deſigns 
that any others ſhould, If therefore this Ofice may be 
denied to any others, certainly it may to theſe + and i 
the Office may, then alſo thoſe expreſſions in it which 
make it ſo improper.  _ | 

In one word, what I eſteem truly ſatisfactory on this 

Head is this: You may be Minifters in the Church of Eng: 
| wer” era IIS 


law 


The Rea ſonableneſa of Conformity. 67 
land without obliging your ſelves to uſe this Ofice over ſuch 
impenitent wretches as you mention? for neither Aſſent 
and Con ſent, nor Subſcription, can refer to it any otherwiſe 
than as it was deſign'd by the Church. You may ini ni ſter 
in the Church of England, preach, exhort, iuſtruct, do all 
imaginable good to the Souls of Men for many Years to- 
gether, (for your whole lives, if you pleaſe,) without be- 
ing obliged to uſe this Offce over any, either good or bad, 


And I remember the eje#ed Miniſters ſomewhere ſpeak, 


as if they ſhould have been contented, if they could have 
been Preachers only in this Church. But farther, if you 
ſhould takea Cure of a Pariſhupon you, and perform all 
the Offices of a Miniſter in it, 7 aps theſe caſes you men- 
tion, may not happen; and if they do happen, I am 
perſuaded you may omit theſe improper ſentences, without 
being falſe to any part of your truſt; and without ſuffer- 
ing any inconvenience for ſo doing. And after this I 
think you cannot ſay, or think, with any juſtice, that 
you cannot conform as Miniſters without eve all 
who are buried, ſaved, let them be never ſo wicked, and 
never ſo void of all figns of acceptance with God. And 


if you can conform without this, then this objection a- 


gainſt it is removed. | 

2. Tou cannot conſent to a falſe Rule for fuding out Eaſter- 
day. You truly ſay that this 3s but a Trifie: yet, I hall 
negle& nothing which I find ſeriouſly propoſed as an ar- 


gument againſt Conformity. And, in anſwer to this, I 


thould not doubt to ſhew, that ſuppoſing this Rule falſe, 
a Man may with a very ſafe conſcience both declare his 
Aſſent and Conſent, and Subſcribe ; were there any neceſ- 
ſity of making this conceſſion. But this Iomit for a better 
reply; which, if you find it to have truth in it, muſt 
for ever remove this reaſon of Nou- conformity. And that 
is, that this is. wholly founded upon a miſtake of your 
own. The Rule neither contradicts the Table in the Com- 
mon-Prayer Book, nor the common Almanacks, which agree 
with the Table. Only the thing is this; you judge of 
the Moons by the Cu ON which are _—_ ſet 
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down according to the reformation of the Kalendar; and 
the Rule ſpeaks the Moons, as they are to be found in our 
own Kalendar, according to the account in uſe before that 
re formation, when this Rule was firſt ſettled. Now tho' 
the New and Full Moons, in our Nalendar, be not ſo agreea- 
ble to the Moon in the Heavens, as the New and Full 
Moons in the Almanacks, yet it is hard to judge of the fal- 
fity of a Rule, which refpe&s the Moons in one account, 
by the Moon: in another account. The Rule is true if we 
underſtand it aright. The Table agrees with it perfectly; 
for it only tells what day of the month Eaſter-day always 
falls, according to that Ru M and Eafter-day in the Al- 
manacks is the Tame that it is in the Table, And fo both 
fay nothing but what the Rule it ſelf directs. I need not 
tell you how to find the New and Full Moons by the Ka- 
lendar in the Common-Prayer Book : nor is it worth while to 
ſay any thing more upon this Head. 1 
3. Tou cannot agree to read Apocrypbal Leſſons, &c. and] 
therefore cannot conform as Miniſters. In anſwer to what 
you ſay, under this Head, I ſhall not go againſt my own 
Judgment fo much as to plead for the retaining any one 
thing in the public ſervice of the Church, that is juſtlyſ8 
fuſpected to be fabulous? Nor ſhall I now enquire, whe 
ther all the ſtories here mention'd be fabulous or no: but 
mall only at preſent argue thus. Is it unlawful to read 
any Books in the Church, in which there are very many 
uſeful and excellent things, as well as ſome few relations 
ſuſpected to be fabulous ? Is it unlamful to tell one of theſe 
Hories in the Pulpit, or a fory, the truth of which may be 
as much ſuſpected as any of theſe? It is notorions that this 
hath not been ſcrupled by many who have ſcrupled the 
other: and yet, if this be not unlawful, neither is the other; 
and if it be not unlawful, it may be complied with. 
Ideſire eine be conſidered alſo, that Our Church hatl 
© fufficiently, and openly, declared what 4 
Art. . _eiſtindtion ſhe puts between theſe 4pocr) 
5 . phal Books, and thoſe which are Canomeal; 
that no Chapter out of theſe Books is apPointed to be rea 
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In che Service for Sundays; that theſe Books are full of 
« Wnoſt excellent leſſons and inſtructions; full of ſuch in- 
t tructions as it is good for the People to be acquainted 
»oich; that they have been always highly eſteemed in the 
urch; and that on thofe days they are read in the Church, 
here are alſo leſſons out of the New Teffament appointed 
Lich them; and all things neceſſary for the public Ser- 
A ice of God. Nor can I think, that you judge it a Sin 


to read theſe Books in the public Service of God, as the 
urch of England hath declared they ſhould be read, viz, 


or example of life, and inſtruction of manners, 


1. t not to eftabliſh any do&rine.' And if it may 4 6+ 
e done without fin, certainly it were much 

it etter to read a great many uſeful things, and amongſt 
„lem a fabulous ſtory, once or twice in a Year, than to 
to! ivide the Church under this pretence. 


But you argue not only againſt reading theſe parts of 
nal he Apocrypba which you ſuppole to be fabulous, but a- 
at ainſt what you acknowledge to be valuable in it alſo, 
vn epreſenting theſe books as read under the title and notion 
ne Hol) Scripture; nay, in the room of Holy Scripture. This 
account hard indeed, that our Church ſhould be thus 
oF preſented, when it hath been declared after the moſt 
\t@ublic manner, that in the name of the Holy Scripture we 
ad under ſtand thoſe Canonical Books of the Old 

nd New Teftament, of whoſe authority there” — Alt. 6. 
never was any doubt in the Church. And in | 
he ſame article the Apocryphal Books are number d up, 


0 ind call'd the other Books; and it is profeſſed, that the 
. Wha: ch doth not apply them to eftabliſh any dofrine. Now, 

thel tan any one ſuppoſe after this, that this Church reads thele - 

or ooks under the notion of Holy Scripture * Nay, is it poſh» 


ble the Church ſhould be ſo inconſiſtent with it felſ? You 
an produce no ſentence out of all its public oftces, or 
eclarations, in which the Apocrypba is called the Holy 
cripture. The Order which youcite for this, follows the 
rder concerning the Pſalter, and is intituled, The Order 
real the re/t of Holy Scripture is appointed to be read, And 
| : F 3 ; | In 
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in it there is not one word of any thing but the Old TE. 
tament and the New. The Apocrypha is not nam'd. I 
grant indeed that in the Rubric the Firſt Leſſon is ſaid to 
he a Leſſon out of the Old Teftament, and yet ſome of 
the Firſt Leſſons are out of the Apocr ypha. But, becauſe 
this is thus expreſſed, where exact niceneſs was not at al 
neceſſary, mult this be the foundation of an Oh jection, 
which you your {elves know how ſufficiently to anſwer 
from that article of our Church in which theſe Books are 
ſpoken of deſignedlv, and therefore with more exactneſo 
They muſt be very ſevere indeed, and ftrongly inclined 
to find fault, who can paſs by the plain declarations oi 
ths Church, where it profeſſedly ſpeaks of the Apocrypha; 
and build ſuch a charge as this, upon an Order where theh 
Apocryphal Books are not ſo much as named; and upon” 
a Rubric, in which the greateſt exactneſs of expreſſion way” 
neither required not defigned. £3 
It ſounds very hard too, when you ſay that theſe te 
Books are read in the room of Holy Scripture, and that 
ome Canonical Books are omitted, curtaibd, mutilated, and 
the like. Theſe are Phraſes that leave a ſtrong Impreſſ> 
on upon the Minds of the People; and you need not 
doubt of prejudicing them againſt our Service with ſuck 
Terms of Accuſation as theſe. But you muſt be ſenſible 
this is not fair, and reaſonable: For you know, that 
there is no Obligation to read every Chapter, from Gs 
ne ſis to the Revelations, in the public Worſhip of God; 
vou know, that ſome Chapters, which are call'd Can 
nical, are ſuch as way be improper, and unintelligible; 
ſuch as are of very little Concern to the Chriſtian Pec 
ple; wholly out of their reach; of little Advantage, ei 
ther to the informing their Minds in any important 
Matter, or to the raiſing their Devotion; you know, that 
many of thoſe Apocryphal Leſſons are truly of more uſe 
and more to the Edification of the People, than any d 
thoſe Chapters which are omitted. And why then ſhoul. 
This always be ſpoken of, as if the People were W 
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the Word of God, and fabulous Legends were impos'd 
upon them inſtead of it, to be the Rule of their Lives? 
And as for your Imagination, that the People are 
ed by this to think theſe ApocryphaT Books of equal 
Authority with the Canonical Scriptures; how poor an 
Inſinuation is this! When the Church hath declar'd, and 
gives Authority to all Miniſters to declare, that they are 
ot. This is a Truth you may as effectually convince 
he People of, in the Charch of England, as you can 
do by ſeparating from it. I mean, if they will hear 
Reaſon; and if they will not, it is no matter what they 
believe, or what they diſbelieve. But that any one of 
them was ever led by the Order about reading the Leſ- 


ſons, to think that theſe Books were of equal Authority 


with the Canonical Books, is what, I dare ſay, you can- 
not prove. I am ſure, I never knew or heard of an In- 
ſtance. And till I do, I ſhall hardly think it ſo likely 
to come to paſs as you repreſent it. But I proceed, 

4. Tou cannot conſent to the Miſtranſlation of the Pſalter : 
and therefore cannot conform as Miniſters. The Inſtance 
you produce is Pſalm 1c5. 28. And they were not obedient 
unto bis Word; where the Tranſlation in our Bible reads, 
and they rebelled not againſt his Word, Now, Firſt, How can 
you aſſent that they rebelled, and rebelled not? I anſwer, 
1. Suppoſing theſe Two Propoſitions ſpeak of the ſame 
Perſons (which you take for granted) I defire to know 
where you are requir'd to aſſent that they rebelled not? 
to aſſent either to the Truth, or to the. Uſe of that Sen- 
tence? Your Aſſent can extend no farther than to what 
is appoimed by the Common-Prayer Book in the Public 
Service: and I know not, that the Tranſlation of the 
Pſalms, as it is in our Bibles, hath any part in it. And, 
2. Suppoſing the Subjects of theſe Two Propoſitions to be 
different (as indeed they are) were your Aſſent to be ex- 
tended to both, it might be given moſt readily and fafe- 
ly. For, cannot I aſſent that the Egyptians rebell'd, and 
that Moſes, and Aaron, rebell'd not? But, Secondly, How 
can you ſubſcribe that 7 is nothing in our Service 
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contrary to the Word of God, when this is? I anſwer, 1. 
You here take our Exgliſb Tranſlation of the Bible to be 
the Word of God; which I think it cannot aſſume to it 
ſelf any farther than with reſpect to the main and ſub- 
ſtantial Parts of it. The ſame may be ſaid of all Tran- 
flations. Nay, it doth not appear that auy Copy, er 
ther of the Old or New Teftament, preſerv'd to us in the 
Original Langvages in which they were written, hath been 
ſo much the Care of Providence in thoſe Parts of it which 
are cf no great or general Concern, as that we can cer- 
tainly ſay, this is the true reading, and the Copies that 
differ from this in theſe Points, are not to be regarded. 
The great Ends of Revelation may all be ſerv'd without 
this miraculous Providence: and, as they may, ſo we 
find they have been. 2. In many ſuch Places as this, 
you cannot ſay the Hebrew muſt neceſſarily be interpre- 
ted thus, and no otherwiſe ; when you conſider how «he 
moſt learned Commentators and Interpreters have dif- 


fer d. And tho the Tranſlation of our Pſalter be grant- 


ed, in this place, to be more conform'd to the Septua- 
gint, than to the Hebrew, as we now have it; yet, pray, 
from what did the Septnagint tranſlate? and to what did 
they conform their Tranſlation? Can you certainly de- 
monſtrate that our Hebrew Copy is more uncorrupted 
than theirs in ſuch Paſſages as this? But, 3. Suppoſing 
you were fully perſuaded that the Hebrew ought to be 
tranſlated here, And they rebelled not againſt his Word; of 
whom do you underſtand this? Of Moſes and Aaron, ſay 
the beſt Commentators, who render it thus. The Sep- 
tnagint tranſlate it, Aud they were not abediemt unto 2 
Word, Of whom do they underſtand it? Of Moſes and 
Aaron? No, but of the Egyptians. Now haw, I pray, do 
theſe Two Sentences contradict one another, Moſes and 
Aaron rebelled not, and, The Egyptians rebelled? If you 
but look into the Synopſis of Commentators, you will 
find that all who render it the former way, underſtand 
it either of Maſes and Aaron; or of the Signs and. Pro- 


digies: and that all who render it the latter way, un- 


derſtand 
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. derſtand it of the Egyptians. Where then is this Con: 
e tradiction? To conclude this Head. The Declaration of 
it Aſſent and Conſent toucheth this Tranſlation no farther 
than to oblige you to uſe it in the Public Worſhip. And 
if a Tranſlation, tho' it be faulty, may not be us'd in 
our Churches; ſhew us a Tranſlation that is perfect; or 
1c one that hath not greater Failings than this you have 
n produc'd. Subſcription obligeth you to ſay that there is 
h nothing in this Tranſlation contrary to the Word of God: 
rand there are ſo many Things requir d to the proving a 
at Tranſlation contrary to the Word of God in ſuch Points 
d. as this, that I may ſay, it is almoſt impoſſible to do it. 
ut 5. Ton cannot aſſent and conſent to the Athanaſian Creed: 
ve and, therefore, cannot conform as Mini ſters. The Expreſ- 
is, fion you ſcruple is this, Which Faith except every one do 
e- ¶ keep whole and unde filed, without doubt he ſhall periſh everlaſt- 
ne BY ingly. Here you give me leave to ſay, that you efteem this 
1f- Ceed an excellent Explication of the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
t- By which you mean, to be ſure, agreeable to the Word 
a- WF of God, and to Truth. From whence I argue; If this 
Y, WW Explication be true, and agreeable to the Word of God; 
1d BY then; it is a good general Propoſition, that whoſoever doth 
le- not believe it, ſhall be condemn'd at the laſl Day: which is 
ed only the ſame thing in other Words, Now, when we 
ng WW expreſs our ſelves thus, we do not mean to condemn 
be thoſe who have not plain and certain Means of comi 

of to the Knowledge of this; but only ſuch who have the 
ay Means of coming to it, and yet, through ſome Fault in 
p- themſelves, refuſe to believe it. And you your ſelves, 

I doubt not, underſtand ſuch general Propoſitions in 
md Scripture with this Reſtriction. You would aſſent to 
do this Propoſition, ho ſoever believeth not in Chrift, ſball be 
nd condemn d; and yet not look upon you ſelves as ſo far call d 
ou to pudge. other Men, as to conclude all certainly damn d for 
ill ever who did not believe in bim; but ſuch as had Means 


nd and Opportunity, and yet did not. Make the ſame Al- 
ro- lowance for this Propoſition which refers to an excellent 
a Explication of what you acknowledge to be a great and 

(( 


74 The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 
weighty Pruth, recommended to us in Scripture; and 
be not unwilling to find out as found a Senſe for this, 
as you do for others : which if I thought you could not 
do without renouncing your Candor and Charity, I 
would never urge you to it. But tho' I cannot but won- 
der to find you always ſo very ready to pitch upon the 
worſt Interpretation of every Sentence in our Service; 
and am fully perſuaded there is nothing in this, but what 
may be ſaid with a good Conſcience, yet I confeſs, I 
agree with you thus far, that T cannot apprehend how 
the Public Service would ſuffer, were there no ſuch dam- 
natory Sentence ever read in it. Nay, Jam of Opinion 
that the Doctrine of the Trinity would be better ſecur'd, 


* 


and this very Account of it better receiv'd, without ſuch 
Sentences, than with them. - 

6. Jou muſt aſſent and conſent to this Rubric, that none 
ſhall be admitted to the Holy Communion, until ſuch 
time as he be confirm'd, or be ready and deſirous to be 
confirm'd ; which you cannot do; and fo cannot con- 
form as Miniſtert. A great Grievance indeed ! that all 
who are to be admitted to the Communion, ſhould be 
oblig'd ſolemnly, before the Biſhop, to own their Bap- 
tiſmal Covenant; and to have his Prayers, and the Pray- 
ers of the Congregation for them! Who would have 
thought this could ever have been ſerupled by any ſeri, 
ous Chriſtian ? But what cannot Weakneſs and Prejudice 
lead Men to? If this Confirmation be not commonly 
manag'd with a becoming Gravity and ſeriouſneſs, as 
you inſinuate, it is the Fault of the Biſhop who offici- 
ates; for I am ſure it may be manag d moſt gravely 
and ſeriouſly, becauſe I know it hath often been ſo ma- 
nag d, and with great and viſible Advantage to many, 
And what is there in it that 2 Chriſtian ought not to 
comply with ? And why muſt this be call'd a Dioceſan 
Ceremony, when an eſſential part of it is the moſt ſolemn 
Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, to be made by the Perſons to 
be confirm'd ? Beſides, I have ſhewn before that you 

could have join'd in impoſing ſome Things upon the 
a n R People, 
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People, which would have excluded many ſcrupulous 
Perſons from Communion ; and therefore, this cannot 
be an Argument to you againft conforming as Miniſters. 

Thus have 1 gone over all your Reaſons againſt the 
ſecond thing requir'd of Miniſters in the Church of Eng- 


land, which you think unreaſonable, viz. Aſſent and Con- 
ſent, and Subſcription : and have remark'd, under every 


Head, whatever appear'd convincing to my ſelf, or apt 
to ſatisfy you. I muſt proceed now to the Third 


III. The Third Thing requir'd of Miniſters in the 
Church of England, which you think unreaſonable, is, 
To take the Oath of Canonical Obedience; and ſwear Sub- 
jection to their Ordinary according to the Canons of the 
Church. This you cannot do, and therefore cannot con- 
form as Miniſters. Here I muſt obſerve to you, that 
you are guilty of Two Miſtakes in the very drawing up 
of this Article. 1. You here inſert theſe Words, accord- 
ing to the Canons of the Church: for in that Form of Words 
to which the Perſons to be ordain'd are to anſwer, in 
order to declare they will obey their Ordinary and their 
Superiors, there is no mention of the Canons of the Church; 
but the Words are, following with a glad Mind, and Will, 
their godly Admonitions, and ſubmitting your ſelves to their 
godly Fudgments, And it is a little hard indeed that ſuch 
a Form of Words as this cannot pleaſe you. How can 
you ſay, that this is obliging your ſelves to an abſolute 
Obedience to them; or, that this Declaration doth not 
leave you ſo much as a Judgment of Diſcretion, when 
the Words do not import any thing like it ? when they 
would have been juſt the ſame, had there not been one 
Canon ſettled in this Church; and would certainly have 
been very different ſrom what they are, if an unreſtrain- 
ed and unlimited Obedience had been thought of by 
thoſe who put them into this Form ? And, 2. You ſpeak 
as if no one could be Ordain'd in the Church of Eng- 
land, without taking the Oath of Canonical Obedience: 
Which is not true; for this Oath is not to be found Pp 


——— 
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of the Ordination- Office : and therefore J muſt obſerve to 
you, that tho' I had invincible Scruples aganſt this par- 
ticular Oath, yet, if Ithought my ſelf under 2 Neceſſity 
of miniftring 3 in ſome Church or other, I would rather 
minifter in this Chnrch as far as I could without taking 
it, than divide the Communion of Chriſtians on this Ae- 
* unt: 1 ſay not this becauſe I think it in the leaſt un- 
44 reaſonable to require all Miniſters to take this Oath 
F (in the true Senſe of the Words) to the Biſhop of the 
a Dioceſe in which their Charge lyes; or becauſc I think 
= your Arguments againſt it unanſwverable : for I ſhall now 
. endeavour to ſhew that it is not unreaſonable, and that 
your Arguments againſt it do not prove it ſo. 17 
14 Im order to this, let us enquire freely, and without 
| Prejudice, mto the true Meaning, and Intent of this 
Oath. A Perſon coming to ſettle in the Dioceſe of one 
particular Biſhop ; to exercife his Office under his Eye 
and Inſpection ; is oblig'd to declare upon Oath, that 
will pay Obedience to him in theſe Words, I ſwear cid 
Twill yield true and Canonical Obedience to the Biſhop of 
N—-and his Succeſſors, in all lawful and boneſt 28 rl 
which I think cannot be interpreted any otherwiſe than 
thus; T ſwear that I will yield ſuch an Obedience as is due, 
| according to the Laws of C vi 8. Church, from an infe⸗ 
| rior Presbyter to his Biſhop, viz. a ſincere, read ,and ſub- 
| miſſive Obedience, in all lam ſul and bone ft Things, 2. e. 
provided he enjoin nothing, but what I apprehend in 
my Conſcience to be lawful and honeſt. Here it is plain 
fron! the Reaſonjof requiring this Oath, that it refers, 
and can refer to nothing but what this one Biſhop ſhall 
Fe fit to require. It is plain that the laſt Words, in all 
Tawful and boneft Things, refer to all the Injunctions of 
to Bifhop ; and do ſuppoſe that every Injunction he 
on you may poſſibly be unlawful, and diſnoneſt. 
I pon fey they ts: not, how do you prove it? J am ſure 
| it is L peble. If they do, then they refer as well to 
His Injunctions in Caſes which the Canons reach to, as 
to Cafes which they reach not to: and this being ſo, — 
| | Oat 
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Oath hinders not in the leaſt, but that you may demur 
upon the one ſort of Injunctions, as well as upon the 
other. And that you your ſelf are Judge of the Law- 
fulneſs and Honeſty of every Command is fo plain, tha 


Ng nothing can be plainer. For what can theſe laft Words 
e ſignify unleſs you be? and if you be not, I pray, who 
nis? not the Bithop, it is plain; for the Oath ſappoſes 
th that every thing he commands may be unlawful. 80 
ne that this appears to be the Caſe. Here is an Oath of Obe 
1k N dience to one particular Biſhop, as long as you remain 


inhis Dioceſe : here is ro reference to any thing but the 
Injunctions of this particular Biſhop - here is no Diftin- 
ction made between his Injunctions accordivg to the 
Canons, and others; but all included, and this Obedi- 
is WF ence not left unreſtrain'd and looſe, (as it is in other 
1 Bf Oaths which yet you do not ſcruple) but deter: mind on- 
'C iy to Things which you your Tink think lawful and 
e honeſt. From whence I think theſe Two Things are 
7* plain. That this Oath can have no reference to the Ca- 
F WM nons, or any of them, but as they are Matter of this par- 
' WF ticular Biſhop's Injunctions: and that, when they are 
n i the Matter of any of his Injunctions, you have a Liber- 
ty to demur upon them as well as any other of his In- 
junctions, any thing in this Oath notwithſtanding. For 
they are not the Commands of this Biſhop, till he hath 
commanded the Obſervation of them: and when he 
hath, ſtill the Oath it felf ſappoſes that it is poſſible, 
every one of his Commands may be unlawful... One 
thing more I add, and that is, that this Oath can refer 
to none but future Commands; becauſe it is to be taken 
with relation only to one particular Perſon who never 
had any Right to your Obedience till this time. Lou 
come now under his Juriſdiction and Government: and 
from this time he is to give you Directions in the Exe- 
cution of your Office, and lay Injunctions upon you, as 
Occaſion requires; and upon this Acconnt only is this 
Oath adminiſter'd to you. And if you would conhder 
Things in their due Light, you muſt acknowledge, that 
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It is expreſsd in Words which give as much Latitude; 
and as much Liberty to them who take it, as the moſt 


conſcientious Perſons upon Earth could deſire: Nay, IB 


would glally know in what Words you would rather 
chuſe to promiſe Obedience to your Biſhop ; and what 
Form you can deviſe, that could imply abſolute Obe- 
cence leſs than this doth; But I now come to your Ob- 


jections againſt it. 


And here I do not find, that you attempt to prove 


that the Words of the Oath do plainly ſignify an ab ſo- 


lute Obedience to every one of the Canons not abrogated by 
ſome Public Act; or that any Public Act of the Church 
declares, that Miniſters are underſtood by this Oath to 
ſwear Obedience to all Canons not {6 abrogated : tho' 
ſomewhat like this one might juſtly expect. Nor do I 
find that you judge thus of this Oath from the Word 
Canonical inſerted in it: for you ſay the ſame of that 
Promiſe of Obedience to the Ordinary requir'd of Perſons 
to be Ordain'd, in which no ſuch Word is made uſe of, 
What then are the Reaſons why this Oath is not to be 
comply 'd with? Fes 
1. The Firſt is this; becauſe as all Obedience hath a re- 
lation to the Mandates of thoſe who are toobey : ſo the Canons 
of the Church are the ſtated Laws of the Eccleſiaſtical Go- 
vernment: and therefore the Oath of Canonical Obedience 
which bath a reference to theſe Canons, carries in it a plain 
Obligation to comply with them, without leaving Per ſons at 
Liberty which to obey, and which to refuſe, &c. I have 
ſhewn before that this Oath cannot poilibly refer to the 


Canons, but as they become the Injunctions of one par- 


ticular Biſnop: and that it not only permits, but obliges 
all Miniſters, in effect, to refuſe Obedience to any of his 
Injunctions, when they appear not to them to be lawful 
and honeſt. When I ſwear Obedience to one particular 
Perſon (as the Caſe is here) this Obedience hath no rela- 
tion to the Injunctions of any Perſons in the World ex- 
cept this one: and when I {wear Obedience to him only 
in Things lawſul and honeſt, I oblige my ſelf to Obedi- 

ena 
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” BW 1:ce in nothing but what is to me lawful and honeſt, Nei- 
t ther the Canons of the Church, nor any Things antece- 
INently requir'd have the leaſt relation to this Oath. Nor 
r Ws the Queſtion here, whether the Canons be without 


— 
Lam 


ault ; but whether you will obey this particular Biſhop 
in all lawful and boneſt Things. 
Let me put a Caſe now which appears to me to be ex- 
actly parrallel ; and which may ſerve to explain yet 

ore fully the Point now before us. Suppoſing you were 
now coming into this City, to act in ſome inferior Office 
nder the Inſpection of the Lord-Mayor (who is one of 
he chief Officers under his Prince, as the Biſhop is un- 
der Jeſus Chriſt ) in the Execution of which Office you 
might often have occaſion to conſult him, and he often 
find occaſion bs ſend his Dene, and In junctions to 

4 you. Suppoſing you were oblig'] upon your com1 

at Wunder his 8urilqickion, and within the Bad of bs 

18 WGovernment, to take this Oath, I ſwear that I will yield 
true and legal Obedience to the Lord Mayor, 8c. in all law- 

ful and honeſt Things, I deſire to know, 1. Whether this 

Oath can have a reference to all the ſtated Laws by 

which the Lord-Mayor is to govern, any farther than as 
they are the Matter of his Commands to you : Or, whe- 

o- ther it can poſſibly refer to any thing but this particular 

ce Governour's future Commands? conſidering that the on- 

in ly Reaſon why you are call'd upon to take it is, becauſe 
at you are now coming to act under his Eye, and in an 
ve inferior Office, in which you are often to have Directi- 
he ons from him? 2. Whether a Legal Obedience to the 
- Lord-Mayor can ſignify any thing in this Oath, but ſuch 

es a ſincere, honeſt, ſubmiſſive Obedience as the Laws re- 
11s Nquire of an inferior Officer to his Superior, under whoſe 
ul WY Inſpection he is to act? conſidering that the Word Legal 
ar is join'd with Obedience, as the Word True is, to explain 
la- What ſort of Obedience is expected: and as for the Extent 
:x- Hof this Obedience, there are other Fords purpoſely added 
ly I fo reſtrain it to lawful, and honeſt, Things only. 3. Whe- 
di- cher you might not, any thing in this Oath notwithſtand- 
ud | ; f ing, 


ap | 


” 
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ing, refufe Obedience to any Commands of the Lord 
Mayor that you apprehend to be unlawful, without en- 
quiring whether theſe Commands be according to the 
Laws of the Land or no? conſidering that this Oath re- 
lates to nothing but the Injunctions of this Governour, 
4. Whether you might not honeſtly take this Oath, with- 
out ſo much as knowing what Laws the Lord-Mayor him: 
ſelf is obliged to act by; or what Injunctions, it is pro- 
bable, he will lay upon you; only reſolving to yield 
Obedience to him, in all lawful and honeſt things © conſi- 
dering that the Occaſion of this Oath, and the Words of 
it reſtrain tais Obedience to the Directions of this parti- 
cular. Governour ; and that it is time enough for you to 
judge of the lawfulneſs of them, when they are ſignified 
toyou 5. Whether the laſt Words of the Oath do not 
plainly brich, that you your ſelf are left ſole judge of 
the lawfulneſs and honeſty of the Commands, and of all 
as well as ſome of them? conſidering that there is no 
Diſtinction either made or implied in the Oath; that 
theſe laſt Words can ſignify nothing, and are but a mon- 
ſenſical Addition, if you ſuppoſe that you obhge your felt 
by this Oath blindly to obey any of the Commands of 
Your Superiour, without leaving Jour ſelf fo much as a judg. 

ment of Diſcretion, whether they be al or not. 

No, if you apply what I have ſaid, to the Caſe be- 
fore us; and be but as willing to put a true interpretation 
upon the Oath of Canonical Obedience to the Biſhop, as 1 
believe you would be to put a true interpretation upon 
fuch an Oath to the Lord-Mayor, I am perſuaded not a 
word more 1s neceſſary. But I cannot help declaring, 
what I conſtantly find hitherto to be true, that you are 
more willing tomake Nonſence, Abfurdity, and Contradic- 
tions, of any of thoſe Declarations, or Sentences, upon 
which you found your Objetons, than to allow them fuch 
a Conſtruction as will make them appear leſs rigid than 
your Fathers, or you, have repreſented them: for fear 
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(one would think) that the World ſhould come at laſt to | 
elteem Minifterial- Conformity to the Church of England a 
OY” ver) 
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ery pardonable thing. If you blame me for being ſo 
ee as to declare this, I can do nothing but appeal to 
is Chapter now before me for the proof of it. And I 
eſire you would conſider whether you give us not a juſt 
ccaſion of laying this to your charge in the Caſe now 
b. before us. Here 1s an Oath to be taken: and rather than 
t ſhould not appear Egregious Diſimulation (as your words 
re) to take it, you do indeed put a ſenſe upon it which 
either the words, nor deſign, can admit of. For, to re- 


5 urn to your Ohjection, nothing can be plainer than that 
n Obedience to a Governour, reſtrain d in expreſs terms 
8 things lawful, can have no relation to any thing but 


bings accounted by you to be lawful; yet here we have 
t affirmed, that ſuch an Obedience hath a relation to all 
he Stated Lans by which the Gobernour is to act, though 
you account them unlawful, Nothing can be plainer, 
han that this Oath ſuppoſes that all his Commands may 
de unlam ful, and leaves you to judge of all as well as ſome; 
yet here it is affirmed, that it leaves you not ſo much as 
a judgment of Diſcretion, as to ſome of them. Nothing is 
lainer than that the reaſon and deſign of this Oath re- 
trains it ts the Future Commands of one particular Biſhop ; 
et we have it maintain'd that it ſuppoſes an Obligation 
0 comply with the things antecedently required by others, 
here, I beſeech you, is this ſuppoſed? What words are 
here in this Oath that do plainly, nay, that can poſſibly re- 
er to any thing antecedently required? Or, is this ſuppoſed 
n the Rea ſon of the Oath? That, I am ſure, is apparently 
againſt you. If neither in the Reaſon, nor the Words of 
t, where elſe can this Obligation be ſuppoſed © For my 
part, I am convinc'd that no Arts, or Metaphyſics, in the 
Vorld can be ſufficient to make good this part of your 
harge. And indeed you ſeem to me to confute your 


n K N | 27 
h Own Accuſation in this place. For after you have ac- 
£01 Knowledged that there is in the Oath a Limitation of this 
ar Ubedience to things lawful and honeſt, you grant this Limi- 


ation is to be extended only to Future Commands. From 


hence I argue (and I recommend the Argument to your 
| G Conſide- 
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you ſay they do; then an Obedience promiſed in all lawful 


awful and boneft : and we are not now enquiring what IN 


And, theref 
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Conſideration) that the Oath it ſelf can be extended to 


nothing but Future Commands. For, if theſe Words, all 
lawful and honeſt things, refer to Future Commands only, a: 


and honeſt things can refer to nothing but Future Commands 
If the Limitation extend only to Future Commands; the 
the Obedience promiſed with this Limitation, extends on 
Iy to Future Commands. If there be any other Obedzenc| 
ſworn in theſe Words, beſides a limited one, let it bt 
plainly ſnewn. If there be not, let it be acknowledged, 
that a Limited Obedience, can refer to nothing, but what 
the Limitation refers to. What might have been expected 
if ſuch a Limitation had not been added; when, now i 
is added in plain Words, the Obedience promiſed with! 
Limitatiou, is made to extend to In unct ions to which the 
Limitation it ſelf is acknowledged not to extend? Nay 
beſides all this, ſuppoſing this Oath to refer to Obediend 
to the Canons already ſettled; can you poſſibly invent 
better Argument to prove that an abſolute Obedience tt 
every one of them not abrogated is promiſed in it, that 
the laſt Words will afford us that it is not? All you ca 
ſay is, that ſurely whatever the Church Repreſentative re 
quires cannot be ſuppoſed unlawful by thoſe who profeſs ſo grei 
a Reverence for all its dictates as ſome do, which is rathe 
Banter than Argument: but we can produce the ver) 
Words of the Oath ſuppoſing that every one of ther 
may be ſcrupled by you unleſs you your ſelf judge then 


ſuppoſes, or implies. 
Now, if the account of this Oath which I have no! 
laid down, be a true one, as I verily believe it is; it! 
Plam that all your Objections drawn from the Canons, le 
the Obedience to them be never ſo much antecedent} 
required, are no more Objections againſt the taking th 
Oath, than they are againſt taking the Oath of Allegiant 
re, I need not trouble you, or my ſelf wit 

any thing particular in Defenſe of every Canon y ou objes 
LS againſt 


or any other private Perſon, think ; but what this Oat 
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gainſt; though, I aſſure you, I could ſhew that you 
ut moſt unreaſonable Interpretations upon many of 
em; and repreſent their Senſe very unfairly; and ar- 
ne unjuſtly againſt them. If I have proved that this 
Dath canti>t refer to any abſolute Obedience to them, I 
ave done what is ſufficient to remove this Reaſon againſt 
ou our conforming as Miniſters, From what hath been ſaid 
1: appears alſo, that the Caſe of a Minifter, in this mat- 
r, is not the ſame with that of a_Fuſftice of Peace, as 
ou repreſent it to be; unleſs the Oath a Juſtice takes, 
halle an Oath of Obedience to the Future Commands of 
ene particular Perſon, under 9 He is to 
xecute his Office: and unleſs the Obedience be limited 
0 lawful and honeſt things; and a liberty left him of de- 
thWurring upon the Commands of his Superiors. But ſup- 
oſing this Oath of a Miniſter had been expreſſed after 
nahe {ſame manner with that of a Fnftice of Peace, do you 
any think that a 7uſtice binds himſelf to execute every 
articular Law of the Land not publicly abrogated 
hen called to it? No you think that a Gentleman might 
pt honeſtly take upon him that Office, tho' He did not 

much as know all the Laws He might poſſibly be cal- 

aged, one time or other, to execute; nay, tho' there were 

aws, not abrogated, which He was reſolved never to 

cecute; provided they were ſuch as His Py/ince neither 

nei preſent requires Him, nor would, in all probability, 

quire Him to execute during his whole Lite? Such as 

tere grown to be univerſally diſuſed, and that diſuſe 

at nſtantly connived at? This would be no very grateful 

eſſon to many of your own Friends, or indeed to any 

nog ice in the whole Land. But I do not believe you 

t ink hardly of any ſuch Gentlemen; and yet none of 
err Superiors would let them openly explain their 
eaning, and ſay, Theſe Laws I will execute, aud theſe I 
ll uot, They certainly act ſincerely and honeſtly, in 
king ſuch an Oath, if they ſatisfie their, Conſciences as 
thoſe Laws which they themſelves may probably, in 
e preſent State of things, be called and required to exe- 
| G 2 cute. 
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cute. Now, I ſay, ſuppoſing this Oath of Mini ſſers td 
he parallel to that of Fnftices, you are obliged either te 
ſhew that a Fuffice binds himſelf to the Execution of eve- 
ry particular Lat not abrogated, (which you cannot do,) 
or to make the fame a!lowances for Mini lers as you can 
do, upon occaſion, for others ; and not to think harder e 
them than you uſually do of others; But. 

2. Another Capital Rea ſon (as you term it) why this 
Oath is ſcrupled is, becauſe the Epiſcopal Government is ma: 
naged by Chancellonr's Courts, where Laymen excommi 
yicate, and abſolve, &c. J need only mention this. For 
FT have before ſhewn that there is nothing promiſed in 7 
this Oath but an Obedience to the Future Commands of one 


particular Governour, limited only to ſuch things as you e, 
| 77 1 ee | 
your ſelf judge to be lawful : and therefore need not go = 
over all your ſad and unjuſt Aggravations of this. Em: kf 
Ploy all your Art and Rhetorick to make this as foul as 7 
you would have it appear; Call it by what names you 
plcaſe ; I fee not how it touches the matter before us; p. 


for, let the Cafe be never ſo bad, and your Repreſents: 
tion of it never fo true; (which indeed it js not) this 
Oath obligeth you to no Obedzence but what you your ſelf 


hall think lawful, It binds you not to act Blindfold; of 0 
to overthrow the Paſtoral. OUfice; or to approve of ſacrilegiou 


Prophaneneſs, or to t/ ut your Con ſciences with Lay-men ;, of ,; 
to be the Inftruments of moleſting, worrying, and 1uining at 


Religious Per ſons as any in your Pariſhes ; but only to ove) x 
your Biſhop in all lawful things, Look over theſe Paſſage : 
again ; and fee with what Conſcience you can thus re- 
preſent either this Oath, or the promife of Obedience ti 
the Ordinasy; both of which can relate to nothing but the 
Futu /e Commanids cf (ome particular Men$@nd are draw! 
up with füch a Limitatio plainly expreſſed, as you att 
forced to wider fandin almoſt every other Oath you take 
Ido not*deny that it is poſible you may ſuffer ſome In: 
convenience for refiſing Gleise in ſome Caſes. But i 
is but poſfble; 2nd 1 do not think you can produce aol 


Inſtances of Miniſters who have ſuffered any thing con : 
es, : 7 dͥ̃errable 
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erable for it. But this is not the Point, what poſſble 
Inconveniences a Miniſter is liable to: but what Obedience 
he obligeth himſelf to, by the Oath we are now conſider- 
ing: and to ſay that he obligeth himſelf to any blindfold 
ding, is to ſay what is directly contrary to the Words 
nd Deſign of it. I ſhall only now ſet down the Oath be- 
ore the Reader's Face, and with it the Two Interpreta- 
tions; that which Tou have fixed upan it; and that which 
I apprehend to be the only one of which it'is capable, 


chat ſo he may the more eaſily judge between us. The 
TB Oath is this, I. ſwear that I will yield tue and Canonical 
"Obedience to the Biſhop of NM. in all lawful and honeſt things. 
"WM Your Interpretation of it is this, I ſwear that I will obey | 
ou every one of the-Canons, (not publicly abrogated) as being 
SON antecedently obliging; and ſuppoſed to contain nothing but 
7 what is lawful and honeſt : and alſo that Twill obey the Future 

* Commands of this Biſhop in all Iawful and honeſt things. In 
"I which you are forced to make the Oath conſiſt of two 


Parts, to one of which you apply the laſt Words; and 
to the other you do not: in one%f which yon promiſe a 
limited Obedience to the Commands of the Biſhop ,, in the 
other an abſolute Obedience to fomething elſe : whereas 
the laſt Words do manifeſtly reſtrain all the Obedieuce pro- 
miſed : and the Oath refers to nothing but the Commands. 
of one Perſon; The Interpretation I zpprehend to be the 
true one, and that of which alone it 1s capable, 1s this; 
I now coming to act under the Eye and Inſpection of this pars 
ticular Biſhop, do ſwear, that I will yield a true Obedience to 
Him, and ſuch a ſincere, ready, and ſub mii Obedience , 
by the Laws of the Church, is 1 equired of a Presbyter to hie 
Biſhop, in all things, that according to the, beſt light T have, 
[can apprehend to be lawful and honeft. his is the Oath, 
and theſe are the Two Interpretations ; and let any one in 
the World judge, which is moſt agreeable to the Deſign 
and words of it. From what I have ſaid on this Head, 
give me leave to conclude, that it is ſo far from being 
Egregious Diſimulation to take this Oath with a Reſerve tg 
demur upon the Commands afterwards given, let them be 
. what 
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what they will; that you cannot poſſibly take this Oath 
In the plain Senſe of the Words in which it is framed, 
without this reſerve, unleſs you make two. Oaths of it, 
and make a diſtinction out of your own Heads inconſiſtent 
with the Words of it, But I have done. Only I deſire 
it may be obſerved, that for all theſe long and tragical 
Exclamations upon this Oath to the Biſbop, and Promiſe 
of Obedience to the Ordinary, we have only Mr. Baxter, 
and one of his laſt Books quoted; though for the other 
Heads of Accuſation many others are added. Not that! 
think that what is here ſaid is ever the more to be. reje- 
&ed on this Account, if it appear reaſonable ; but yet, 
this is 2 prejudice againſt it, and a preſumption that the 
88 be miſtaken, and his terrible Invective miſ- 
a ICU, . | | x ; 
| Ae d wit ſay, What then? Is no Obedience due 
from a Mini ſter to the Canons? Yes, certainly; but not 
by this Oatb, unleſs as they become the Commands of his 
Biſbop; nor then, any abſelute Obedience. Not by this 
Oath, I ſay; and that is hat we are now conſidering, 
But I add, that whoever deſigns to officiate ' as a Miniſter 
in any Church, certainly acts not fairly and honeſtly, if 
he do not firſt. ſatisfie his Conſcience about the lawfulneſs 
of Obedience to ſuch Rules and Preſcriptions as have been 
laid down and agreed upon by the Gover/nours of this 
Church, for the regulating the Behaviour of all who mi- 
niſter in it; and reſolve to 7 them. But then the 
Rules and Preſcriptions he is to ſatisſie himſelf about, can 
be only ſuch as concern h is own Behaviour and Conduct np 
in his Office; And of theſe, only ſuch as he 1; ſuppoſed by in 
the preſent Governours of the Church to be . obliged and y 
ready to obey. For it is very plain, that Lam concern Nhe 
ed only in the H eſent Time; and obliged to Obedience to. 
no Rules but thoſe to which Obedience is now required; fte 
thoſe which are now eſteemed to be obligatory. Concern-· Nhe 
ing the Canons therefore againſt which you object (hk he 
I mean, which concern the Conduct of Miniſters) I ask re 
Are they not ſuch as are altered and repealed by any, 
Eats 
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ſubſequent Laws? Or, ſuch as that Obedience to them at 
this time cannot be performed? Or, ſuch as are generally 
diſuſed, and that diſuſe not clandeſtine, but known, and 
connived at by all in Authority © If they be, they con- 
cern not the preſent Miniſters, for they are obliged to o- 
bey no Law, Obedience to which is not at preſent requir- 
ed: and need not trouble themſelves about any Canons, 
but what are at preſent eſteemed to be obliging. If they 
de not, I grant that they are certainly nom ſuppoſed to be 
in force; and every Miniſter ſuppoſed to be ready to com- 

ly with them, and obliged to do it. Now if you look 
into that Catalogue of Canons you have produced, and 
ſeparats thoſe of this latter fort from the others, I hope 
you will find upon the review, either that you are miſta- 
ken in the Senſe you have put upon them; or that I have 
in the foregoing Diſcourſe propoſed what is ſuſticient to 
prove it very lawful both for the Miniſters to pay Obedi- 
ence to them, and for their Governouys to require it. But, 
however this be, Iam ſure it is not reaſonable, nor juſti- 
fable, for Perſons to Conform as Miniſters to a Church, in 

hich there are Laws laid down for their Behaviour 
n their Office ; and theſe Laws neither abrogated, nor 
iſuſed with connivance: to Conform, I ſay, as Miniſters 
o ſuch a Church, without a Reſolution of obeying theſe 

aws. For this is not open and fair; it is putting a 
Deceit upon the Governours, who to be ſure, doubt nat 
but that all who offer themſelves to the Miniftry, are 
atisfied in their Conſciences of the lawfulnels of act- 
ng according to theſe Preſcriptions. And it looks not 
incere for Men firſt to offer themſelves to the Mini- 
y in this Church, which is in effect, to profeſs that 
hey are ready to conform to ſuch of the Canons as 
elate to their Behaviour, and are now in force; and 
afterwards to act as they think fit without regard to 


"Wieſe Canons Firſt, to make a ſhew of Obedience to 


heſe Laws; and after this to act Clandeſtinely till they 

re found out and cenſured; and then to think it enough 

o ſubmit to the Penalty, which they muſt do, wh 
en * 
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ther they will or no. The Law was certainly made 
to be obeyed; and the Penalty was not added to inti- 
mate that any might take their choice whether they 
would conform to the Lam, or ſubmit to that; or as it if 
were an indifferent thing to our Gover nous whether we 
choſe to obey, or to ſuffer. It was added for the ſake of 
Men who have no Conſciences, not for the ſake of thoſe 
who have. This is what ſeemed to me proper and ne- 
ceſſary to be ſaid on this Occaſion. Ati pn od 
Thus have I finiſhed one part of what I undertook, 
and have, with the utmoſt ſincerity, and the greateſt 
regard to Truth, conſidered thoſe Texms of Miniſterial 
Conformity which you judge to be Unreaſonable, and en- 
deavoured to return ſuch anſwers to the Objections made 
in your Names againſt them, as appeared truly con- 
yincing and ſatisfactory: which was the Firſt thing 
I propoſed: ' I promiſed in the Second place to ſhey 
that the Arguments produc'd by Mr. Calamy in De 
Fenſe of your ſelves, are not ſufficient to juſtify you 
Separation, even ſuppoſing theſe Terms of Miniſterid 
"Conformity to be Unreaſonable, And, Thirdly, To con. 
ſider what is advanced by Him for the: Vindication 0 
your People. What I ſhall offer to you under theſ 
two Heads will be wholly diſfin& from what is ſaid: un 
der the Fi; and the Arguments to be propoſed unde 
them, of no relation to the Argument founded upon thi 
So that, for this, and ſome other Reaſons, I ſhall be 
leave to reſerve them for another Part; which I pr 
miſe ſhall' wait upon you with all convenient haſt: 
In the mean while, permit me to leave this Argumen 
, » 15505 tit Any 37 mew 
The Terms of Miniſterial Conformity to the Churcht 
Hugland are ſuch as may very lawfully be compli 


with. 14 4 3 5 ; - 2% $4 4 1 Ae 448 
Therefore, ſuppoſing it neceſſary for you to miniſ 
In ſome Chureb or other, you ought to conform as Mit 
fers to the Church of Englande. 
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This Con ſequence you acknowledge, if the former 
Propofition be true. And for the Truth of that, I can 
only appeal to what 1 have ſaid in the foregoing 
Diſcourſe: which I, therefore, intreat you to examine, 
not with the rigour of thoſe, Whoſe only buſineſs it is 
to think ithe worſt of every thing they once diſliked; 
but with ſuch a temper of Mind as becomes Perſons whoſe 
Duty it is moſt willingly to admit of all teafonable 
Arguments that can be offered in Defenſe of Conformity 
to the Lie dl. 
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Church of England, repreſented to he 
Diſlenting Miniſters, £5 c. : 


, 

, 

hn — . : — 
4 — » ot hos 


22 9 „ 


r a. * * * 
„ *. 4 - 
» * * * * —— * F. vw 
* TS as the 


6 
„ * 
—_—. 


N — C4 * — 
—o—_— FX” Se” „ 


— 


One would have thought, that if their Opinions had been certainly 
true; and their Church-Order good; yet the Intereſt of Chriſt, and of 
greater Truths ſhould bave been regarded; and that they ſbould not tear 
the Garment of Chriſt all to pieces, rather than it ſhould want their Lace. 
Mr. Baxter in his Account of the Sectaries, Abridg. p 98. 
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Aving, in the former Part of this Reply, en- 
deavour'd to anſwer the Objections advanc'd 
by Mr. Calamy, in your Names, againſt the 

l Terms of Miniſterial Conformity, in the 
Church of England, and to give you all reaſonable Satis- 
faction that they are not ſo unjuſt and unlawful as you 
have imagin'd and repreſented them to be; which was 
the #-f thing I propos d: I now come to the remaining 
part of what I undertook, vix. 
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II. To ſhew that the Arguments propos'd by Mr. Ca- 
lamy in Defenſe of your ſelves, are not ſufficient to juſti- 
fy your Separation, even ſuppoſing the Terms of Mini- 

flerial· Conformity to be unreaſonable, And, 


III. To conſider what is offer'd by him in Vindica- 
tion of your People, 8 F "ok WT "TIN 


WM 
1 % 
* 
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may make it needleſs to add any thing more 1 this 
ciences; 


* to conſider all that I find alleg'd in Defenſe of 


3 


not, after all your Conſideration, heartily approve = 


the Church of England without acting againſt Your Con- 


1. Conſider the Arguments offered in Vindication of 


C7 gt You, eee 


* 
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Ad of Unformity, and have ever ſince continued the pub- 
lic Exerciſe of it; and examine whether they be ſuffi- 
cient to defend your Practice in ſo doing. And. 
2. I ſhall conſider how far theſe. Arguments can vindi- 
cate the Practice of thoſe amongſt Ycu, who have ordain- 
ed others, and of thoſe who have been ordained to the 


Mini ſtry, ſce that A. 


Under the former of theſe, that I may the more effe- 
ctuelly compaſs the End I propoſe, I judge it to be the 
propereſt Method, f., to draw up the Arguments I meet 
with fairly and honeftl , in ſuch a Form that every 
Body may preſently ſee their utmoſt Force; and then to 
— what appears to me to be a ſuficient Anſwer, to 
The Firſt and Second are built upon the ſame Princi- 
ple, and may be united together, The Import of them 

18 £115, ' A fn | 
Me dare not lay afide the public Exerciſe of our Mi. 
»mſtry, becauſe we cannot do it without being guilty of 
per fidious breaking our Ordination Vow, by which we oblig'd 
ourſelves to the diligent Performance of our Miniſtry; and 
of , in alienating Perſons who have been conſecrated 
to God, IE r | Og 
_- This Reaſoning, we ſee, is founded upon that Vow you 
had before made, and that Dedication by which Ion had 
ſolemnly given your ſelves up to the Service of God in 
the Miniſtry. Now, I confeſs I know not what it was 
that You explicitely promiſed, when You devoted . Your 
ſelves to the Service of God in the Miniſtry; but I am 
tyre nothing ought to be implied in ſuch a Vom, and ſuch 
a Dedication, that is contrary to the Service of that God 
#0, whom Fou dedicated your ſelves, or inconſiſtent with 
the Good of the Chriftian Church, in Which You obliged 
your ſelves by Vom to miniſter. This, I believe, You will 
ſily grant me, if I make You Judges in the Caſe, that 
no How to ſerve God in any particular way (let it be 
never ſo ſolemn) can be ſuppoſed to oblige, when the 
Performance of it will tend to the Diſſervice and Difbo- 
£ | 201 
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hour of God; and that no Dedication of your ſelves. to 

the Service of the Church of Chriſt in one certain way, 

can bind you, when that particular way proves (in its 

Conſequences) a Prejudice and Diſſervice to the Church of 
Chriſt. For this Vom and Dedication were founded upon 

the Suppoſal of doing Good, and were determin d to one 
particular way, conſider'd as the way in which AS 

do Service to the Church. But when the Time. con 
that you cannot keep in this way without doing. Hurt, 
and being the Occaſion of Miſchief to the Church of God, 
this Vow and Dedication are ſo far from obliging you 
to continue in this particular way, that they do really 
oblige you to forſake it, as they are founded upon the 
general Obligation you, and all Men are under, of doing 
what is moſt for the Honour of God and Service of the 
Church. The Vow was, to promote the Glory of God, and. 
Good of that Society to which you belong : and you had 
not determin'd your ſelves to one certain way, unleſsin 
order to theſe Ends. Now, if theſe Ends may be better 
promoted by you in forſaking this way, than in conti- 
nuing in it, you are neither perfidious, nor ſacrilegious, if 
you deſert it: but rather, if you continue in it. For by 
continuing in it, if the Caſe be ſo, you act agaiaſt the 
main and manifeſt Deſign of it. Remember therefore, 
that you may be per idious Breakers of it, whilſt you keep 
to the Letter, and neglect the Intent; and ſacrilegious De- 
ſerters, whilſt you continue the Public Exerciſe of your 
Miniſtry, and refuſe to promote the Honour and Service 
of that God to whom you dedicated your ſelves, by lay- 
ing it aſide, and ſtudying to do Good by other Methods. 
He is not per ſidious who acts againſt the lber Senſe of his 
Vow, becauſe it is agreeable to the firſt and original 
Deſign of it, that he ſhould do fo: nor is he ſacrilegious, 
who withdraws from the Sacred Office to which he had 
dedicated himſelf, becauſe he can now no longer do that 
Service to the Church he once propoſed to himſelf, in 
this Station; but can do much more hy betaking himſelf 
to another, On the contrary, this very Imputation wb 4: a 
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found to lye heavieſt upon thoſe, who are reſolved ts 


come up to the Letter of their Vow, and to kee 


to the 


Office to which they have dedicated themſelves, tho they 


do Miſchief by ſo doing. 


As for the Sacrilege they are par of, who would 


alienate You from the Service of God in a miniſterial way, 
which you ſpeak of in this place; Every Man ſhall bear 


bis own Burthen. That any Perſon knowingly, and wil- 
lingly deſigned to rob the Church of the Labours of any 


_ truly good and u ſeful Men, it ſhocks me to think. But if 


e 
they did, the Faults of others are neither our Faults, nor 
Excuſes for our Faults. And this is of no relation to 


the Point now before us. 


What I have ſaid is ſufficient to ſhew, how little this 
Vow and Dedication, when You were Ordain'd, have to 
do with this Que ſtion, Whether you ought to continue the 
Public Exerciſe of your Miniſtry,” or no ? For this Vow can 
oblige you to it no farther, than as it is for the greater 
Good and Service of the Chriſtian Church; and whether 


it be fo, or no, depends wholly upon other Conſidera- 


tions. If upon Examination, it be found to be ſo, I 


grant 


indeed this Solemn Vow will aggravate the Guilt of thoſe 
who deſert it, becauſe then they deſert it againſt the 


Intent as well as the Letter of this Vow. But if it be not | 


found fo, this Vom is no Argument, as it ſtands by it ſelf, 
for the Continuance of your Public Miniſtry, but indeed 
againſt it. The right way therefore muſt be, firſt to ſhew 
from other Arguments, that it is for the Honour and Ser- 
vice of God and his Church, that you ſhould publicly 


execute the Office of Minifters; and then to argue 


from 


your Vw, to the Continuance of your Public Mmiſtra- 
| tions. But your Vow alone can never prove it to be 
your Duty. to continue them, becauſe it was not, in the 
' Deſign of it, abſolute, that you would publicly miniſter 


in the Church, whether it ſhould be for the Good and- 


Service of the Church, or no 3 but wholly conditional, and 
reſpecting the Good and Service of the Church. We muſt 


therefore conſider what other Reaſons there are for 


your 


Behas 


C 
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Behaviour, and what other Arguments ſufficient to vindis 
cate your Practice, that is, ſufficient to prove it your 
Duty to continue the Public Exerciſe of your Miniſfry. 
I proceed therefore to | 

The Third Argument, which is this, We cannot la 
aſide the Public Exerciſe of our Miniſtry without the Sixt 
of Unfaithfulneſs, Cruelty, and Unmercifulneſs, and without 
incurring the Guilt of ruining Souls by topping onr Mouths. 

There 1s another Argument to this purpoſe, taken from 
the Neceſities of the People, which I fhall have Occaſion 
to conſider preſently. But This now before us is foun- 
ded, not upon the real Neceſities of the People, and the 
real Danger they were in without your Aſſiſtance, but 
upon the Eutreaties, and importunate Requeſts of ſome of 
the People, the Care of whoſe Souls you had undertaken, and 
upon their declaring that they would charge you with the 
Neglect of their Souls, if you for ſook them. And your being 
ſought to for Help, is made the Argument for your afford- 
ing your Help in this public manner. I do not doubt 
indeed, but that many of your People might be induced 
by their own Affections to s and many by your Dif- 
courſe with them, td requeſt you ſtill to minifter to them. 
But how doth it follow from thence, that therefore you 
ought? Are the People fit Judges of your Duty, and 
Directors of your Practice? Nay, Have you acted, or 
do you act as if You were guided by this Conſiderati- 
on; as if it were your Judgment, that You contracted 
ſuch a Relation to the Flock in which You once miniſter, 
that a Removal becomes unlawful, if any cf them requeſt 
your Stay ? Did you never remove from thefe People, 
who thus entreated you? Do you never remove from 
one Congregation to another ? Or, Are the People alwa 
content to part with You, when You would have them 
ſo? and, Is this Argument only good when You are ſuc- 
ceeded by a Miniſter of the Eftabliſh'd Church, and not 
when You are ſucceeded by one from amongſt Your 
{elves ? Are the People ſuch Excellent Diſcerners, that 
their Judgment 1s brought into the Account ? And 
OE 1 8 | no 
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not You had reaſon Your ſelves to complain ſometimes 
of their want.of Judgment? Did they make this Requeſt 
only where Your Succeſſors were really inſufficient ? and, 
was it regarded by You only in ſuch Caſes ? I cannot but 
wonder to ſee fuch infignificant Arguments advanced 
for ſo very material a Point of PraGtice. ., _ 
It would be Preſumption indeed for me to pre- 
tend to adviſe Tou; but had I been in your Cir- 
cCumſtances, and had any of my People been ſo im- 
portunate with me to continue my Public Miniſtry 
amongſt them; tho' I know not what Anſwer I ſhould 
have given them, yet Iknow what, I verily think, I ought 
to have given them, And that is ſomething like this, 
I have indeed contracted a Relation to you, and am obliged to 
miniſter to you in holy Things as lang as it is beſt, upon all 
Accounts, that I ſhould do ſo : but row, ſince it is more for 
the Peace and univerſal Good of the: Church, that I ſhould 
not execute my Office publicly amongſt you, I think my ſelf 
obliged not to do it. Indeed if there were any Neceſſity fon 
it; if there were any danger of your lofing your Souls for want 
of e, Aſſiſtance, if your own Care, together .with the 
legal Proviſion for them, and the Grace vf God, were not ſuf- 
Fcient to ſecure your Salvation, I would run all Hazards ra- 
ther then forſake you. But I cannot think the Caſe is ſo | 
bad. Jou who make this Requeſt to me are Perſons who are 
concerned for the Salvation of your Souls, who talk much of 
the Care of them ; and therefore I cannot but think that you 
are ſenſible what you-owe to your ſelves, and re ſolved to do 
your own Duties. And if you be, I muſt tell you that the 
Church of England 7s a Church in which there is excel- 
lent P,ovifion for your Edification, and Increaſe in all truly 
Chriſtian Graces. Tou baue a good, or, at leaſt, a tolera- 
ble Liturgy, to aſſt your united Devotions, and that more 
fit for the Solemmities of Public Worſhip. than many of the 
Judden Effuſions you have beretofore joined with. In this 
Church no part of God's Will is bid or obſcured, or ener- 
vated and render d 7775 ; and you may be ſure of hearing 
Jeveral Portions of his Word whenever you attend upon the 
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Services 2 in it. And you need not doubt, whatever 
Succeſſor be, but that you may make conſiderable Profici- 
1cy in the Paths of the Goſpel, under ſuch a Diſpenſation, 
you he not wanting to your ſelves; at Ibelieve you will not, 
I may judge by this Concern you now expreſs for your Eter- 
al Intereſt. Jou can hardly live under ſo bad a Miniſter, 
ut that He will be able to teach you many a uſeful Leſſon. 
But bowever that be, there is Excellent Food provided for 
ou by the very Conſtitution of this Church, which he cannot 
ep from you; what will nouriſÞ you unto Eternal Life, if 
you binder not the Effect of it your ſelves, Tour Salvation 
depends not upon bis Abilities, nor are you to entruſt your 
elves to the Guidance of him or any Man upon Earth: but 
our Belief and Pradtice is to be built on another Foundation. 
The Care of your Souls lyes chiefly upon your ſelves, and if 
ou do your part, and attend ſeriouſly upon the Public Ser- 
ice, and do not place Edification in any thing but an In- 
provement in true Goodneſs and Piety, the means of this 
ire not wanting in the Church of England, nor will your 
Salvation be much endanger d in ſuch a Conſtitution. If I 
Fill live amongſt you in another Capacity, I may be uſeful to 
our Souls without the Public Exerciſe of my Miniſtry, 
ind if Ido not, it is a falſe Notion, that your Caſe i de- 
Wperate; and it is what I think my ſelf oblig d to declare ta 
ou, that the Proviſion made for you in the Church of Eng- 
and z what you ought to be very thankful to Almighty God 
or, Remember that. you are to regard the Peace of the 
hurch, as well as your own. Humours and Fancies; and 
o conſult it, whenever your own Salvation ij not in danger 2 
phich I know none will afirm it to be, in the Eſtabliſh'd 
hurch, but the moſt violent and moſt uncharitable Separa- 
its, of whom you ought to beware. 1 
This, I think, is what might moſt juſtly be returned 
n Anſwer to theſe unreaſonable Demands, and Threat- 
ings of ſome of your People, This is what fome of you, 
nay, all of you with whom I am now chiefly concern- 
d, could with a ſafe Conſcience have ſaid: and what, 


dare ay, you have not ſcrupled to fay on other Occa- 
H ſions 
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J1ons, ; And; af this may juſtly be far, then | the Argu 


ment taken from the Requeſts of ſome of your People can 


ſignify nothing to your ſuſtification. For it appears 
from hence, that their Regnefts night have been anfwer: 
ed another way, and that they did not neceſfarily obligy 
you to the Continuance of your Public Miniſfr. 
But here you ſpeak as if the Authority of tbe Magiſtrate, 
were the only Argument to engage you to Silence, aul 
talk of a ſolemn Obligation yon were under. to a higher; At 
thori y, to fulfil your Miniſtyy, as yon were able, when fought 
to for Help: For my part, I urge not the bare Autborth 
of any Earthly Power, for indeed 1 have but a mea 
Opinion of the Argument drawn from thence, in the & 
ftiom now hefore us. But I urge 
in what I have already advanced. That you are under 
Obligation to God to continue the Public Exerci ſe of. you! 


Miniſtry, be you rever ſo much fought- to for Help, when if 


i more for the Honour of God, and the Good of the Chi 
ſtian World, that you ſhould not; when the Negeſfeties of theſ 
P-ople, who have ſuch a Cancern for their Souls, . as: to. de 
mand your Help, may be ſerv'd without. your. Pabhic Mini 
titrations; when you may promote the Peace of the. World 
and Salvation of your Neighbours in other mays; and thei 


fore, that this Reaſoning ſignifies very little. So that you 


aggravating this part of your Cauſe with comparing 
the Neglect of thele Demands of your People, with thi 
neglecting to feed your Children, or to relieve. the Poor an 
Diſtreſſed, upon the Command of the Magiſtrate, ſnews on 
iy how willing you are to ſay what may move. the Af 
tions of the World about you, not what may convine 


the Frdgments of Men of Thought and Coufideratioul 


If theſe Caſes be parallel, it is plain from your Practice 
either that you judge it not to be inhuνHujꝓne and Varbaron 
to neglect to feed your Chi dren, when they are otherwiſi 
provided for, and it is expedient for you to remòve from 
them; and to ſelieve the Poor in one particular way, whel 
there is no danger of their ſtarving for want of you 
Relief, andqſome Conſiderations make it better that yo 
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g hould not your ſelves relieve them in this particulus 
alway : I ſay, it is plain from your Practice, either that 
you judge not ſuch NVegle@s, in ſuch Circumſtances, to 
ere inbumant and barbarons; or that you have been, and 
are ſometimes guilty of Barbarity, and Inbhumanity, For 
you do not ſeruple to remove from one Congregation to 
te nother (tho' it be a Venture who fhall ſucceed you) up- 
on Conſiderations of much leſſer moment than what 
u night have induced you to lay aſide the public Ex- 
reiſe of your Mixiſiry fome Years ago. Nay, I doubt 
not, but that you may have removed (at leaſt, that you 
-all-ſtcemed it not unlawful] ſo to do) from theſe very. peo- 
le, who ſo importunately demanded your Stay amongſt 
them, to exerciſe your public Mniftry in ſome other 
Congregation, and contract a new Relation to another 
=P <ople: And yet by this Removal you are ejected, and 
ieuced as far as they are concerned. And if ſo, where 
g the Force of this Argument, on which fo great Weight 
eems to be laid. | N | 
Some of the People, the Care of whoſe Souls we had under- 
u alen, declared, that they would charge us with the Neglect 
f them, -unleſs we continu'd publicly to miniſter amongſt 
= Therefore it is our Duty to minifter publicly, not only in 
098 bis place, and among theſe Perſons, but in whatever other 
laces, and among ſt whatever other Perſons, we think fit, 
vir oughout the whole Nation ® © (© | | 
"oy You may ſee from hence; how few, how very few of 
you who continued to miuiſter publicly, this Argument 
will excuſe, and that it was hardly worth your while to 


oußz nention, it, ſuppoſing it to have that Weight in it you 
ce imagine it to have: Much lefs, conſidering the Weak- 


neſs of it in its utmoſt Force. I ſhall add but one thing 
more upon this Head, which you need not me to put 
du ou in mind of. That ſuppoſing any bad periſh'd, and 
ei een loft, whom you were able to have aſſted and inſtructed, 
uon are not chargeable vith this ſad Conſequence of your Si- 
once; ſince this muſt have come to paſs thro' their Ne- 
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lect of their own Souls, thro? their not regarding the Le 
gal Proviſion made for them, their not attending upon the 
public Service of the Church, their not receiving the Por: | 
tions of God's Word read to them, and the Inſtructions 
given, with a ſerious and religious Frame of Mind, and] 
a Deſire of profiting by them; in one Word, thro' their WW me 
own Fault, not thro yours, And therefore, their Souls in: 
wonld God Have requir'd at their own Hands, and not at WWW 
urs. ny 
The Furth Argument in Defenſe of your Continnance WE: 
in the miniſtiy after a public mannner, is this. { 
We cannot lay aſide the public Exerciſe of our miniſtry, N ou 
without incurring the Guilt of hiding our Talent, and ex- WW Re 
poſing ↄur ſelves to a like Treatment with that of the unprofi- Nab 
table Servant in the Goſpel, Matth, 25. 30. Therefore we ¶ Sa 
dare not Jo it- 4 | Met Y 

In anſwer to this, F deny not, but that many of you C 
might have been very uſeful and profitable Servants (in the ¶ pr 
Office of the miniſtry) had you thought fit to continue in to 
the Effabliſh'd Church: But I deny that you would have th 
been judg'd and condemn'd as unprofitable Servants, had Mt ie! 
you laid down the public Exerciſe of that Office, when w. 
you could not join with the Eftablif'd urch. And w! 
my Rea ſon is this, Becauſe by doing ſo you would have be 
conſulted the Peace of the Church, and the Honour of Ml F: 
God, without putting your ſelves out of all Capacity of Si. 
doing Service to the Souls of Men. Your Examples me 
might ſtill have continued to ſhine before Men as much as A 
ever; your Cotverſation might have been inſtructive; and Cc 
of great Influence upon your Neighbours z your Writings I to 
might have pleaded the Cauſe of true and ſerious Religi- MW ac 
on in the World: your Conformity as Laymen to the Church ha 

f England, would have given a Check to the Spirit of G. 
violent S parat ion then reigning, would have done much cu 
to the producing Peace and Harmony in the Tempers of m 
Men, would have reflected no Diſhonour upon the Goſpel Mit 
of Feſus Chrift, nor, confequently, upon your own Cha- MW ty 
racters, as you are Chriſtians, And, ms ſuch ConfiM '». 

| | | derations, 
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derations, what Danger there could be of your incurrins 
the Guilt and Doom of tht unprofitable Servant'in the Goſ- 
| hat wicked and ſlothful Sermant, acted 

is Part upon a quite different Principle. He conſult- 
ed not the Honour of God, regarded not the Improve- 
ment of thoſe Abilities and Opportunities he had of do- 
ing Good, but determin'd to live idle and uſeleſs in the 
World. Whereas your Caſe, as I ſuppoſe, would h ve 
been quite otherwiſe. Had you laid down the public 
Exerciſe of your miniſtry, it would have been ont of 
Regard to the Honour of God, and Good of his Church, 
out of Reſpe& to your great Lord and Mafter ; with a 
Reſolution of doing all the Good poſſible to the World 


about you in other Stations, and of carrying forward the 


Salvation of your Neighbours in the ways of Peace, 
Unity, and Concord: And how different is this from the 
Caſe of him, who had Opportunities and Abilities of 
promoting the Service of God, and abfolutely refuſed 
to make uſe of them? Nay, God knows, whether, in 
the Rigour of Juſtice, your Practice be not more paral- 
lel to that of this unprofitable Servant, than your Silence 
would have been. It will all turn upon this one Point, 
whether of the Two, conſidering all Circumſtances, had 
been more for the Honour of God your Maſter, and your 
Fudge, If it be found at laſt, that the Advantages of your 
Silence, and your hearty endeavours to do Good in a 
more private way, would have been greater, than the 
Advantages of your public miniſtrations; and that the 
Conſequences of the latter have been more pernicious 
to the Ch7flian World, than the Conſequences of the for- 
mer would have been; then it will be found that you 
have been unprofitable Servants, and incurr d the ſame - 
Gwlt by your Pra&ice, which you were fo afraid of in- 
curring by your Silence; that you have refuſed to pro- 
mote the Honour of God, and Good of his Church, when 
it was in your Power to do it, And it is a very weigh». 
{7 Matter, and worthy of a moſt ſerious Conſideration,” 
whether the Arguments on the ſide of your Practice be 
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— 


fide. That they are fo, I hardly believe I ſhall ever ſe 


clearly demonſtrated. And till I do, I cannot. poſſibly} 


Think the Argument now before us ſufficient to vandicate 
the Continuance of your public miniftrations. 7 
The Fifth Argument is this, 

We judge it to be our Duty to continue the Public E. 
erciſe of our Miniſtry, becauſe of the Neceſſities of the 
Penple ; many Miniſters in the public Churches having more 
Souls to look after than ſeveral would be ſuffcient for. 

IfI underſtand this Argument aright, You do not mean 
by it, that the Private tare of theſe Mini ſters cannot be 
ſufficient for their People : for though this might be an 


Argumentfor your Private- A ſiſtance, yet you could not 
produce it as an Argument for your Public Miniftrations, 


But what You mean by It muſt be this, that there are 
more People in ſume Pariſhes than can poſſibly enjoy the 
Public Care of their Eſtabliſhed M41nzfter;, than can have 
the opportunity of Communion in the Public Aſſemblies, 
and the Offices of Religion, and that it is for the ſake of 
theſe that You continue your public Miniftrations, 

This, I fay, iswhat muſt be meant by it, as it is ur- 
ged in Defenſe of your public not private Miniftry : ; and in 


anſwer to it, Tou mult pardon me, if I tell You, that it 


is not ſincere in You to allege, in Vindication of your 
public Mini ſtrat ions, What, You know your ſelves, is not 
the tue Regſon of your continuing them. And tho' what 
You here urge may, in your, Opinions, reflect upon the 


_ Efal liſbed Church; yet ſuppoſing the matter to be true, 


it muſt a little refle& upon your ſelves, when it appears 
that ſuch a Pra@iee as yours cannot poſlibly be founded 
upon ſuch a Reaſon as this. 

Not that I grant the Neceſſities « 0 the People to be fo 
great, and preſſing, as You would have the World be- 
lieve them to be; for the Churches, and other places for 
Religions A ſemblies annexed to them, in which they may 


mieet, and pray, and hear God's Word, are not ſo little 


in ny of. thalle Pa ies, n _ Sen _ 
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this Nea, but that they will hold many more People than 
ordinarily frequent | em, and with no great Inconve- 
nience. And ſuppoſing they will not, the People of theſe 
Pariſhes tay as eaſily frequent. the Churches of their 
Neighbonring Pariſhes, whick are not fo large, as many 
from theſe Neigbhouring Pariſbes frequent your Separate 
Aſſemblies.” And if fo, Where is this undeniable Neceiſity- 
for your Public Mini rat ions? But what I now inſiſt up- 
on is this, that this cannot be the true Reaſon of your 
Fractice, and therefore 6tght not to be alleged in juſtifi- 
cation of it. K © | | . : x If | I. #7 

Lou know-very well, that as conſiderable Perſons as 
any amongſt You make no ſcruple of ſettling in Pariſhes 
of as little extent as any in London that thoſe of You, 
who ſettle in the largeſt Pariſhes, receive without diſtin- 
ction, People from all quarters; as well thoſe whoſe Pa- 
riſh Churches ate able to contain them, as thoſe which, 
You pretend, are not: That your Congregations are made 
up, not of thoſe Perſons whom their Eſtabliſbed Mini ſter 
is Not able to take care ef, but of thoſe who will not let 
him take care of them; who would not come to the 
Worſhip and Service of the Church of England, were the 
Places of Aſſemblyten times more capacious than they are, 
and the ſetled Mini ſter never fo able and ready to inſtruct 
them. And if Iſhoull ſay that there is not a ſingle Per- 
{on in all your Congregations who applies himſelf to Ton 
purely becauſe He hath no opportunity of public Vor- 
ſhip, and Attendance upon Gods Ordinances, in the Eſta- 
bliſh'd Church, and becauſe it is not poſſible for the Mini- 
er of the Pariſh to take care of Him; I hardly think I 
ſnould go beyond Truth. And if this. be true (as 1 
have Reaſon to think it is) how can You allege it as an 
Argument for your public Practice, that the Frople of your 
Congregations have no opportunity, in the Eſtabliſhed 
Church, of attending upon God's Worſhip ; when none cf 
your People will give this as the Reaſon of their atten- 
dance upon You? We have not the leaſt Reaſon. to 
think, that You would lay aſide the public Exerciſe of 
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Your Miniſtry, had all our People theſe Opportunities pou 


ſpeak of. We find You all generally as little ſcrupulous 
of miniſtrirg publicly where the Eſtabliſhed Minifters are | 
able to take care of the Souls in their Pariſhes, where the | 


Churches ſtand very thick, and are capacious enough to 


hold many more than thoſe that belong to them, as of 


miniſtring in the moſt populous Pariſhes, We ſee You but 
little concerned that the People ſhould make uſe. of the 
Opportunities they have in the way Efabliſh'd : and not 
at all backward to receive and encourage any, thaugh 
under no ſuch NMeceſities as You here repreſent them, 
And while we ſee and obſerve theſe Practices, we cannot 
but wonder at the mention of this Principle; and there; 
fore appeal to all the World, if this be not very odd 
reaſoning, 3 n | 1 
The People in many Pariſbs have not the poſſibility of 
reaping any Benefit from the public Labours of their 
Setled Miniſter, that is, of attending upon God's public 
Worſhip, and of hearing his Word, 2 wo 
Therefore, We think it our Duy to ſettle our ſelves in 
theſe Pariſhes, to miniſter in public, not to thoſe Perſons 
who come to us becauſe they have no opportunity of 
attendance upon God's - Ordinances in the Effabliſbed 
Church, but to thoſe, who would rever attend upon the 


worſhip of God in their Pariſþ-Churcb, though they could | 


do it with the greateſt Eaſe; to thoſe who come from 
other Pariſbes where they lie under no ſuch Difficulties ; 


In a word, to all, who will attend upon us, let the Mo- 


tive be what it will. And, what is more, E 
Therefore, we think it our Duty not only to ſettle 
our ſelves in theſe Pariſhes, but in any others, where we 
think fit, as opportunity offers it ſelf. 1 

I hope I have not miſrepreſented your Practice, the 
Reaſons for which we are now enquiring into. And to 
advance in Defense of it, the Neceſities of a few Pariſhes, 
3s to advance a lea, which, when we compare it with 
your Practice, we find utterly inſufficient to defend thoſe 
of You who have ſetled in theſe very Periſbes; much 


more, 


- 


* © 2 


- 4. ˙ as te. of ad oo Sn 


a Mt. 


Pty, > wm D 


1 


414114 dd — i ny 


The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 2 


more, thoſe of You who have not ſcrupled to minifter 
publicly, where-ever an opportunity hath offered it ſelf: 
A Plea utterly inconſiſtent with the practice of any a- 
mongſt You, that have either encouraged Others who 
miniſter where no ſuch Neceſities can be pretended, or, 
have miniſtred there Tour ſelves, and therefore, utterly 
inſufficient to defend the practice of any one of You all 
that I ever heard of. This You muſt be ſenſible of your 
ſelves, unleſs You may be ſuppoſed ignorant of your 
own conſtant and profeſſed Practice. And therefore, I 
ſay again that, how plauſible ſoever this Argument ſeem, 
and how full of concern for the People, yet, it is not fair 
for You to urge it in Defenſe of your Pra@tice, whilſt 
it is ſo manifeſt that your Practice cannot be defended 
by it. 2 
4 The Sixth Argument in Defenſe of Your Public Mini- 
ſirations is this, ' 

We think it our Duty to continue the public Exerciſe 


| of our Miniſtry, becauſe N of the Eftabliſhed Miniſters 


are inſufficient and unqualified. 

J confeſs I know not well what You mean in this 
Place by inſufficient, and wnqualified. But I think You 
cannot mean that they are Evil or Wicked, becauſe it 
is your Opinion that the Miniftry of ſuch may be uſed 
both in hearing the Word of God, and in receiving of the 
Sacraments, and that with Profit, if the People be nat 
wanting to themſelves, And if their Minifry may be 
uſed with Profit z, then the Caſe of the People under ſuch 
Minifters is not, in your Account, ſo deſperate, as to 
make your public Aſiſtance a neceſſary Remedy. And 
if it be not neceſſary, it ought not to be continued. That 
this is Jour opinion, I conclude from your ſubſcribing, 
amongſt otbers, the Twenty ſixth Article of our Church: 
Entituled, Of the Unworthineſs of the Miniſter's, which bi 4 
ders not the Effed of the Sacraments, and from your ſo 
Frequent 1nveighing againſt any, whom You imagine to 

ave made light of, and to have played with, Swbſcrip- 


fins. 
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By inſufficient and nnqualified, I think, therefore, that 
You muſt mean Tenorant, and unable to teach and inſtruct] 
the People. And I ſuppoſe, that You do not here ſpeak j 


of the in ſuſtciency of Miniſters, with reſpect to thoſb pri- 


vate Labonrs which are neceſſary in a Pariſh (becauſe this 
can be no Argument for any but Private Labonrs in your | 
ſelves) but with reſpect to their Public Labours and II. 


ſtructions: and that what You'would have us under- 


ſtalid here, comes to this, That the wfopnucy of ſome | 
Pariſh-Mimfters is fo great, that the Souls of the People 
are endangered by their attendance upon their publio 
Miiſtrations, and that it is neceſſary, en this Account, | 
to miniſter publicly in a ſeparate way. And if this be 
what You mean, I have Three Things to offer in anſwer 


to this Argument; not 2 but that there may be 
minifters in the EftabEfhed Church, 
ent. In the firft Place, This is not a ſufficient Reaſon for 


the People to join with Miniſters of Churches ſeparated 
from the Church of England; and conſequently, it is not 


a ſuſficient Reaſon for You to continue your ſeparate 
public Minifrations for their Advantage. Secondly, In 
the Places where this Plea can be urged with the beſt 
Grace, it is very great odds whether the People get any 


thing by going over to thoſe Miniſters who ſeparate from | 
the Eſtabliſbed Church. Thirdly, As I told You under 


the laſt Head, ſo I tell You freely under this, That, how 


good a Reaſon ſoever this may be, Yott know that it is 


not the tyue Reaſon of your public Miniſtrations. 


Hi, Suppoſing it true, that there are ſundry Mini- 


ſters in the Eftabli/hed Chuycb, tnſuffcient, that is, ignorant, 
and not able to teach and inſtruct their People; I ſay, 


this is not a ſufficient Reaſon for the People to forſake the 
Church of England, and betake themſelves to the helps of 
a Separate Miniſtry, and form themſelves into Churches di- 


ſtinck from it. And if it be not a ſufficient Reaſon for 


The People to do this, You ought nat, in Conſcience, to 


encourage them in doing it; and therefore, this cannot 


be a ſufficient Juſtification of your public *" 
I * 5 : y 0 


in this Senſe, inſuffci- | 
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at No Church upon Earth, in which there are ſome Thou- 
and: of Miniſters, can poſſibly eſcape this Unhappineſs: 
kB And it is a little hard indeed, if, upon an unhappineſs 
wholly unavoidable, new and diſtinct Churches, with 
differing Modes of Worſhip, muſt be erected, for the 
improvement of the Knawlzdge, and the deſtruction of 
the Love and Charity of the Chriſtian People. But if ever 
any Church npon Earth may be {aid to have taken care 
that the People ſhall not ſuffer conſiderably, or their Sal- 
vation be endangered, through this inconvenience, cer- 
tainly it muſt be granted'that the Church of England hath 
effectually done it. Were the public Aſſemblies indeed 
left to the ſole management, and guidance of the Minifer 
of the Pariſh, were the People to be ſerved with nothing 
but what he could, and would, afford them; were they 
to be entertained with Prayers wholly according to the 
Abilities, or the prefent Phancy, Invention, and Diſ- 
poſition of their Mirifter ; were He left to his Liberty, 
whether He would read to them any part of God's Word, 
or not; whether He would uſe the Lord's Prayer, the 
Creed, the Ten Commandments, or not; were the poor Feo- 
ple in ſuch a Caſe, under the proviſion of the (hurch of 
England, then, indeed, the Ignorance of their Mimfter might 
be a deplorable Misfortune to them. But God be thank- 
ed, The Caſe is not ſo, in the Church of England; though 
it be, in the Churches ſet up in oppoſition to it, and under 
pretenſe of greater Purity of Worſhip, and Edification 
of the People. But in our Church, the People have no 
Neceſſity of departing from the moſt z»ſuficient Miniſter 
You can eaſily find. For the decencies, and eſſentials of 
public Worſhip are ſecured to them. They have Prayers 
prepared for them, ſerious and pious; Prayers, which, if 
a Man bring a. good Heart along with Him, will be ne 
ther uſeleſs, nor inſipid; ſuch as are fit for the public 
Addreſſes of the Church to God, and fuch as You your 
{elves will allow to be tolerable. They are ſure of hearing 
the pure Vord of God, in the reading of which they may 
join, and from which, by a ſerious Attention, they may 
Fs ; reap 


AE „ at 24% 3. an... n 


x08 The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 


reap (I hope ) as much Advantage as from any Humane | 


Compoſure whatever, The Lord's Prayer, The Creed, 


the Ten Commandments, are conſtantly part of their En- 


tertainment on the Lord's Day; which are Inſtructions to 


them, what is proper for them to askof God, what it is | 
m to believe, what it is their Duty to 
pratiſe, in order to Salvation. Theſe are no ſmall, nor 
contemptible Advantages. And, I believe, Tou could 
eſtow a very good Character on that Miniſter, 
uld provide ſuch wholſome Food for his People, | 
as a Minifter in the Eft:bliſhed Church is under an Obliga- | 


neceſſary for t 


not b 
WO 


tion to bring forth to his Congregation every Lord's Da); 
nor could you think that a Paffour, who Gould do what 
was Equivalent to this, in your way, was lightly to be 
forſaken, or the Caſe of his People to be repreſented as 
deſperate, Beſides, The People we are now ſpeaking of, 
muſt be ſuppoſed to be Perſons concerned for their Souls, 
and able to judge of the ſufficiency of their Minifter, If 
they be, they muſt be ſenſible that theſe Advantages are, 
to a ſerious Perſon, infinitely beyond the beſt Sermon in 
the World, and their Salvaticn not endangered under 
ſach Proviſion. But if they be reſolved not to hear any 
thing from one whom they imagine to be inſufficient, 
where yet is the neceſſity of Jour Public Miniftrations ? 


Are none of their neighbouring Eſtabliſhed — y ſuffi- | 


cient Preachers enough for them? Can they find none 
that teach ſound Doctrine? And, Is Preaching in ſuch a 
deſperate condition in the Church of England, that a ſepa- 
rate Miniſtry maſt be ſet up, and continued, for fear the 
Truth of God, and the Eſſentials of Salvation ſhould pe- 


Tiſh from the Earth? If it be not, and if thoſe who com- 


plain of their Miniſters inſufficiency, can be ſupplied at a 
neighbouring Church, with as little pains as many are at 


to go to ſeparate Congregations; and as much to their Ad- | 


vantage 28 at any of theſe ſeparate Congregations; then 
there is no Necellity for the continuance of your pub- 
Be Miniftrations on this Account. And that they may 
be as well ſupplied, is what, I believe, You will xo, 
: | and, 
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ind, Iam ſure, Yon cannot reaſonably, deny. Nay 1 


offer it to your conſideration, whether it be not credible; 
what I have ventured to ſay, | 
Secondly, That in the places where this Plea can beurged 
with the beſt Grace, it is very great odds whether the 
people get any thing by forſaking their Pariſh Mini ſter, 
and attending upon thoſe Miniſters who ſeparate from the 
Eſtabliſhed Church. You muſt be very ignorant of the State 
of the Nation, or very much miſtaken in your Notions 
of true Chriſtian knowledge, if You think that this ſepa- 
rate Miniſtry which You have encouraged throughout tne 
Nation, and now are pleading for, hath this Advantage 
over the Eftabliſhed Miniftry You would here give it. If 
I judge aright, the Country, and the Parifbes at the grea- 
teſt diſtance from London, and other conſiderable Towns, 
are (generally ſpeaking) the places in which the People 
are moſt likely to ſuffer under inſufficient Miniſters, and in 
which they can with the beſt Face cry out upon the Ig- 
norance of their Teachers. What excellent judges the 
People in theſe places are, of the Knowledge and Abili- 
ties of their Mini ſters, I need not fay. But however, If 
they be reſolved to forſake their own Minifter and not to 
be contented with Him, nor any other of the Eftabliſhed 
Minifters about them, I may appeal to your ſelves, whe- 
ther 1t be probable, that they wil meet with more Know- 
ledge, and greater Abilities, in the ſeparate Maniſtry com- 
monly found in ſuch 12 You muſt be very partial 
to your own cauſe, if You think ſo. Were You to hear 
but ſome part of what might truly and juſtly be affirmed 
of the groſs and intolerable Ignorance of many who are 
ſet up hoe Preachers in a ſeparate Way, in the Places I am 
ſpeaking of; ſuch an Ignorance as fills their 
Trayers (as Mr. Baxter deſcribes the perfor- 4bridgment, 
mances of ſome in his time) with Carnal pag. 86. 
Paſton, Selfiſhneſs, Faction, Diſorder, vain 
Repetitions, unſound and loathſome Expreſſions, and their 
Doctrine with Errours and Confuſion, You would be ſenſi- 
ble, that ſuch a general Encouragement ought not to be 
given 
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given to the People to forſake their Miniſters, whenever 
they pleaſe to think them inſuſicient. And did You but 
call to mind (what You know to be true) how much the 
moſt inſufficient are followed, and before what ſort of 
Men they are often perferr'd, You would be more ſenſi} 
ble of this. And did Yon but conſider (what js matter 


of Fact) that the moſt ſufficient of the ſeparate Miniſtry are ¶ lic 
generally found where the moſt fuſtcient of Efabliſhed P- 
Miniſtry, are ſettled, and as it were oppoſed, and con- w: 
fronted to them, and that the moſt infuſcient and moſt il ti: 
ignorant of the ſeparate Miniſtry are found where the moſt Ml p! 
in ſuſicient and moſt ignorant of the Eftabliſhed Miniſtry are Wil p 


pretended to be, where there is moſt occaſion for the able ¶ e 
and knowing; You would bluſh to put us in mind of Wl & 
this, by urging ſuch a Plea in Defenſe of that ſeparate 4 
Miniſtry You have ſet up, and continue to plant, and n 
encourage, throughout the Land. But I muſt not be ſo Il 
unjuſt to the Effablifhed Church, as not to obſerve the lit-¶ t 
tle likelyhood of any Advantage to the People, in forſa- e 
king their Pariſh Churches, and frequenting ſeparate Con- E 
gregations; even ſuppoſing their Eſtabliſped r Her! V 
inſuficient. For, As they leave an inſuficient Miniſter, ſo Ml \ 
it muſt be remembered, that they leave a public Service 5 
excellently fitted for the Worſhip of God (the chief End of 
public Aſſemblies) and their own improvement in Know- 1 
ledge and Piety. They leave à public Service made up 
of ſerious and devout Prayers, and Praiſes ; Sentences 
and Hymns in the very Words of Scripture; Leſſons out 
of the Old and New Teſtament ;; the Lord's Prayer, Creed, 
and Ten Commandments. But, it ſeems, the People muft 
be encouraged to think this but a heavy, inſipid Service; 
of little Profit, and little Edification; eaſily to be diſre- 
garded, and to he left upon any prejudice, and upon 
the leaſt ground, tho' never ſo fooliſn, and unworthy of 
a Chriſtian, Whether they be fenſible what it is — 
leave, I know not; and I doubt, you do not care much 
they ſhould be: But this know, that they are not very 
_ likely to meet with a public Service, in any Separate Con- 
| gregation, 
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gregat ion, more fitted either for the worſhip of God, of 
their own Edification , eſpecially, in thefe parts of the 
Land, where the inſufficiency of their Miniſteri may with 
moſt Reaſon be urged. But, OLSON 2 ” 
Thirdly, This Plea, how good ſoever it he in it ſelf, 
yet, is not the tine Reaſon for your continuing your pub- 
lic Mini ſtrations. The World can eafily ſee what your 
Practice hath been, and is; and, ſay what you pleaſe, 
will judge of your Principles from it. The very men- 
tion of this muſt reflect upon your ſelves, when it is fo 
plain (as I obſerved before) that the moſt ſuſicient of Tow 
plant your ſelves where the moſt _ of the Effabli/h- 
ed Clergy are to be found, and that the Places which firſt 
gave occaſion to this pretenſe, are left to the moſt nſufi- 
cient, and moſt unworthy of you: which looks as if 
more regard were had to the maintaining the Credit, and 
ſupporting the Jptereſt of a Party, than to the ſupplying 
the Neceſlities of the People, or making up the Deficien- 
cies of the Eftabliſhed Miniflry. Could we but fee you 
heartily concerned (as Mr. Baxter was once, if not al- 
ways) that the People ſnould attend upon the minifter, 
when He is a ſ#ffcient Man; as much concerned for this, 
as you are to gain Proſelytes, and increaſe the number 
of your own Followers; Were you as ready to encou- 
rage the People to keep to their Effabliſbed Miniſter whom 
you know to be ſufficient, as you are to receive any that 
leave the moſt ſuffc:ent of them all: Did you act as if 
you were willing that the People {ſhould ſeparate only 
upon good Grounds, and not upon Phaney; that they 
ſhould know what a public Service there is ſetled in the 
Church. of England; and how ſufficient for the purpoſes of 
public Worſhip, before they forſake it; could we fee 
the moſt able and uſeful amongſt you ſetled where you 
imagine there are not able Minrſters already; and could 
we ſee that in all other places, you exhort and adviſe the 
People, and preſs 1t upon their Conſciences as their Duty, 
to attend upon the mini rations of thoſe who are ſetled 
among{tthem by Law ; were there any thing like this 
| | apparent 


apparent in your Practice, we might then begin to think 
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that the inſufficiency of ſundry Pariſh Minifters was the true 
Reaſon for your public Miniſtrations. But, as things ap- 
pear to us, we are ſure, that were all the Eftabliſhed Clergy | 
through the whole Land ſuficzent beyond Exception, you | 
would, notwithſtanding this, keep on foot your Separa - 
tion, and continue your public Practice. | 
What I have ſaid to this Argument, may be reduced to 
this. You ſay, you miniſter in public becauſe of the 
inſuficiency of ſundry of the Eftabliſhed Clergy. I anſwer; | 
Suppoſing it true, that there are ſome inſuſicient, We can- | 
not think this Plea of force enough to excuſe the People 
who ſeparate upon it, or To who miniſter to them, for 
theſe Reaſons: becaufe the public Service of the Church is 
not in ſuſicient; becauſe the People, if they will not attend 
upon their own Miniſter, may find thoſe that are ſuft- 
cient amongſt the Eſtabliſbed Clergy about them; becauſe in 
thoſe Places where the moſt inſuſfcient Are to be found, 
the molt inſuſicient alſo of the Separate Minifters are to be 
found; and it is a great chance if they do not go from 
an inſuſßcient Preacher, to one more Inſufficient; becauſe; 
tak ing into the Account the whole public Servicè of the 
Eftabliſbed Church, they cannot mend the matter by fre- 
quenting any ſeparate Congregation ; and laſtly, Becauſe 
your Practice alfures us, that this is not the true Reaſon 
for the continuance of your Mi nir. 
The Seventh Argument for the continuance of your pub- 
lic miniftrations is this, | Ne nt 0 
Some paſſages of Scripture intimate the duration of the Mi- 
uiſterial Office, where there is once a conveyance. The Paſ⸗ 
ſages you cite, are as follow, Mat. 5. 13, 14, &c, Mat. 
28. 19, 20. Epb. 4. 1c, &c. 1 Tim. 4. 15, 16. Mat. 
24. 45, 46, 48. 7-341 | Ay" 
Therefore, it is our Duty to continue the public Exer- 
ciſe of our Miniſtry. ** ne 
What my thoughts are about your Ordinations, I have 
freely let you know, in the former part of this Reply, 
as the Argument obliged me to do. What I have __ 
4d, 
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laid, is founded upon Mr. Baxter's Principles, and muſt 
Wc thought moſt true, and reaſonable by me, as long as 
WI think Epiſcopal Ordination the ſetled method in the 
briſftian Church, and your Separation unneceſſary. 1 
mall not now repeat any thing of it, but, under the pre- 
ent Argument, ſhall takeit for granted, that there was once 
ML Conveyance, as I know there certainly was to ſeveral of 
ou; and ſhall endeavour to ſhew, That there is nothing 
a any of theſe paſſages, which doth intimate this diiraticf 
F the Miniſterial Ofice which you are contending for: 
That is, in other Words, that none of theſe . Paſſages do 
W-xpreſs, or imply, that a perſon who hath Authority once 
given him to miniſter publicly in a Chriſtian Congregation,” 
may not, upon ſome Conſiderations, lay aſide the pub- 
lic Exerciſe of his Miniſtry, This is what theſe Texts 
muſt prove, if they prove any thing to our prefent pur- 

oſe. If they do not prove ſuch an abſolute Duration, and 
an abſolute Obligation to miniſter publicly, the Argu- 
ment taken from them will ſignify nothing, but will 
wholly-turn upon a very different point, viz. whether 
our Miniſtratiou be neceſſary. And, I ſuppoſe that if 
theſe Texts had not been thought to imply ſuch an abſolute 
Obligation, they would not have been produced by you, 
as containing in them an Argument ſufficient, of it ſelf, 
to defend your Practice, and diftin& from thoſe others 
drawn from the Neceſities of the Prople. 

Now, before I examine them, I might venture to af- 
firm, that it is impoſſible, or, at leaſt, highly improba- 
ble, that there ſhould be any thing of this abſolute Obli= 
gation in any paſſage of the New Teſtament. For it is 
eertain, That the Caſe may fo happen, that the Sileuce 
| of a Perſon, who had once a Commiſton given him to offi- 

ciate in Public, may be of much more Advantage to 

the Or iſtian Church, than his public Miniſtrations; and 
that when the Caſe doth ſo happen, this Silence becomes 
his Duty, and is to be preferr d before the public Execution 
of his Office; as he is under a general and indiſſolvible 
Obligation to behave himſelf always as the Good * ; 
. | I | the 
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the Chriftian Church, aud the Honour of God require; | 
This I have obſerved under the Fiſt Argument, which 
was taken from your Ordiration-Vow. That this Caſe hath|if 
actually happened amongſt us, I cannot expect you] 
ſhould grant, till you are convinced that it hath. But] 
that it may polſibly happen, you cannot deny. And if it 
may happen, I am ſure, We maſt fix a very great Ab- 
ſurdity upon the Inſtitution of Chriſt, if we ſuppoſe, if 
that He confulted the Peace and Advantage of his Church 
and yet appointed ſome Officers in it, and obliged Then 
to execute their Office publicly, whether it fhould be for 
the Peace or Diſturbance, for the Advantage or Diſad- 0 
vantage of his Church, This I ſay; I can be fure, with - 
ont any farther enquiry, that He could not do: And] 
yet this he muſt have done, if there be this ab ſolnte Obli-l 
gation intimated in thefe Texts. And if there be not, 
there cannot be any Argument in Defente of your Pradici 
drawn ffom them. But it will not be amiſs to examine 
the deſign, and meaning of every one of them. 
The 5 /, is Mat. 5. 13. 14, &c. The Words are theſe, 

Te are the Salt f the Earth: bat if the Salt bave loft itil 
favour, wherewith ſhall it be ſalted? It 3s thenceforth gooll 
for nothing, but to be caff ont, and to be trodden under foot of 
Men. Te are the light of the World, A City that is ſet ona 

Hill cannot be hid. Neither do Men light a Candle, and put 
it under a Buſbel, but on a Candleſtick, and it giveth light un 

to all that are in the Houſe. Let your light ſo ſhine befor: 

Men, that they may ſee your good Works, and glorify your Fr 

ther which is in Heaven. Theſe are all the Verſes that can 

boſlibly have the leaſt Relation to the matter in hand: And} 

that any one could have thought that theſe have the leaſt 

Relation te it, I could never have imagined, unleſs you 

had here expreſly {aid fo. For what is here, like any 

abſolute Obligation upon thoſe, who once had Authority 

given them to Miniſte, in Public, always to do fo? What 

7s here intimated, like a duration of the miniſterial Offict, 

and the public Exerciſe of it where there is once a Convey 

ance? Or, what is there, either expreſſed, or implies 
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re, ut an Obligation upon all Chriſtiaus to be excellent in 
ch good Works, to be conſpicuous amongſt the reſt of the 
World, by their difference from them in Doctrine and Life; 
ou as Mr. Baxter explains the Words, by their Holineſs to God, 
Sobriety to themſelves, and Fuſtice and Works of Love to o- 
= thers : which, he ſaith, are the good Works meant here? 
Indeed, if it could be proved, that your public Miniſtra- 
tions are neceſſary, and for the Glory of God; that his 
Honour, and the Credit and Intereſt of the Chriſtian 
Cauſe could not be preſerved without them; theſe Texts 
do certainly demonſtrate an Obligation upon you to 
continue them. And ſo do many more, that you might 
produce, prove that all Chriffians muſt do whatever is 
neceſſary for the Glory of God, and the Honour of 
Chriſtianity, All ſuch Texts refer to your public Miniſtra- 
tions as much as theſe; if Mr. Baxter interpret them a- 
right, or if I do not miſtake him. But then, If it can 
be proved, that there is no Neceſſity for the continuance 
of your Office; and that the Glory of God would be 


ſe more promoted by your doing goed in a more private 
tf 2 then, I ſay, theſe Texts ſignify nothing to your 
ol Juſtification and the whole Queſtion turns upon another 


“Point. In ſhort, if theſe Texts do prove it to be your 
Duty to continue the public Exerciſe of your Miniſtry, I 
IM {ce not, but that they will defend, and patronize as effe- 
18 <tually, any perſons at any time, who have ſo good an 
Opinion of themſelves as to think their public Labours 
8 uſeful, or for the Glory of God. For they reſpect all 
an Chriſtians as well as ſome, and are an Obligation upon 
na all, as well as ſome, not to loſe the Savour, and not to 
ai bide their Light. And, if they patronize all ſuch, they 
ou will patronize all the Diſorder and Confuſion ima- 
WR ginable, 8 | | 

ty The ſecond paſſage you direct us to. is Mat. 28. 19, 20. 
at The former part of this paſſage contains init nothing but 
% the Commiſſion of Chriſt to his Apoſtles, Go ye, and teach all 
+I Nations, that is, Go, Teach, and Propagate my Religi- 
d, on throughout the World; make Nations my DI. as 
at 1 | r. 
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Mr. Baxter paraphraſes it: Baptizing them in the Nane 
of the Father are of the Son, and of. the. Holy Ghaſt; 


teaching them to obſerve all things what ſoeve I have con. 


manded you. Now, ſuppoſing this Commiſſion given to you 
as well as to the Apoſtles, in what Senſe would you have i 


it underſtood? It was given to them, for the propagating 
the Chriſtian Faith in unbelieving Countries, and for 
promoting the great Ends of the Gofp?l amongſt ' thoſe 
that did believe. Put the Caſe, that, in any place, their 
public Preaching, or other Mini ſtrations, wonld Rave hid 
very bad Conſequences, and have reflected a diſhonour, 
and miſchief upon the Criſtian Cauſe; and would have 
been, not only not neceſſary, but prejudicial to the Inte- 
reſt of Chriſtianity : And do You think this | Commiſſion 
obliged them to officiate in public, in ſuch Places, and 
in ſuch Circumſtances? Do you think they would not 
have thought themſelves obliged to lence; and have re- 
Joyced at all oppertunities of doing goed in a more pri- 
vate way? If Yeu do, how. can You think that this 


Commiſſion to You is abfolnte, and conveys an Obligati- 


on to You to exerciſe your Miniſtry in à public manner, 
let what will he the Conſequence? This is what J under- 
ſtand to be your meaning, when You ſpeak here of the 
ditration of the miniſterial Office. If it be not your mean- 
ing, then I confeſs I do not underſtand it. The Latter 
part of this palſage, viz. Lo T am with Tou to the End of the 

Porld , is nothing but the Promiſe of Chriſt, to aſſiſt his 
Apaſties and their Succeſſours, in the work of converting 
Unbelievers, and inſtructing his Church: and no Argu- 
ment can be drawn from hence to prove, that no cbnſi- 
deration ought to prevail with any one to lay afide the 
public Exerciſe of his Miniſtry. For the Caſe may fo 
happen, that to contiue it may be againſt the Intereſt 
of the Chriſtian Church, and conſequently againft the will 


of Thrift. And, therefore, He cannot mean this; as AN 
enco":ragetnent to all, in all caſes, to minifter publicly, 
whet!ier the Church receive advantage, or diſadvantage 
from it. i * IT 7 264 1H SOWWEEL 
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The Third paſſage, You cite is, Eph. 4. 10. &c. in 
which there is nothing declared, but that Chriſt gave 
ſome Apoſtles, and ſome Prophets, and ſome Fvangliſts, ard 
ſome Paſtours and Teachers, &c. 1. e. that, for the Inſtru- 
ction and Edification of the-Chriſtzan People, and for the 
good of the Chriſtian Church, he hath appoipted divers 
orders of Men, to miniſter to this urch according to 
their ſeveral Offices. But how doth it follow from hence, 
that theſe. Teachers may not, in fome Caſes. contribute 
more to the Edification, and building up, of his Church, 
in Love and Peace, by their filence. and private endea- 
vours, than by their public Labours'? And if they may, 
it is their Duty; And if it be their Duty, there is ne- 
thing in this Text that forbids it: but the whole Propoſi- 
tion, and all that St. Paul intended in it ſtands as firm, 
if ſome lay aſide the public Exrrciſe of their Office, as if 
every individual Pay tanto ever continued it. 8525 

The Fourth paſſage is 1 Tim. 4. 15 15. where St. Paul 
charges Timothy thus, Meditate upon, theſe things, give thy 
ſelf wholly to them; that thy profiting may appear to all. Take 
bed unto thy fell and unto the Doctrine; continue in them; 
for in doing this, thou ſhalt both ſave thy ſelf, and them that 
hear thee. Which Words, it is plain, are only a direction 
to a Miniſter of Chriſt, whoſe, labours were neceſſary to 
the very being of the Chriſtian Church, in the place where 
He was, and highly ,uſefyl to all the Ciſfians there: 
but contain not in them the leaſt inſinuation, that Wo- 
ever hath once an Authority given him to niniſter publicly” 
in the Chriftian Church, is under an Obligation never 
to ceaſe doing ſo, whether his Labours be neceſſary. or 
for the Advantage of the Chriſtian Church, or no. When 
You will ſhow me, that there is any thing of ſuch an 

ab ſolute Obligation implied in theſe Injunctions of St. 
Paul to Timothy, I promiſe, not only to review, but, 

wholly to give up, this part of the Cauſe. 22 
The laſt place of Scripture You mention, for the dura- 

tion of the miniſterial Office, where there is once a Conveyance, 

that is, for the public Exerciſe of the minifterial Office | 

| 8 „ (hich 
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(which is the only point we are now upon) is Mit. 24 ve 
45, 46, Kc, The Words are theſe, Who then is a faithful, th 
and wiſe Servant, whom his Lord bath made ruler over his C 
Houſhold, to give them meat in due Seaſon ? Bleſſed is tha M 
Servant, whom bis Lord when He cometh ſhall find fo doing, | Ur 
&c, Mr. Baxter 's paraphraſe upon them is this, Thoſe that Wo. 
are faithful and wiſe Teachers, and Rulers of bis Church, to 7” 
give them meet, and ſeaſonable Inſtrufion, as food for their © 
Souls, ſhall be found at their Lord's coming, Bleſſed Per ſon: | © 
and ſhall be obundantly gainers by their Labours and Suffering: 1 
They plainly ſignify, that Faithful and good Paſftour, 
ſhall be rewarded at the Day of Judgment. And the 
following Words declare the intolerable Puniſhment of 
thoſe.who make it their buſineſs to moleſt and ruine ther 
Fellow-ſervants , and who give themſelves up to Luxury, 
and Debauchery. But neither theſe, nor the. following 
Words, do give the leaſt Intimation, that there may not 
he, at any time, conſiderations ſufficient to determine a 
very. faithful and wiſe Teacher, to lay aſide the publi- 
Exerciſe of his Function; or that there is an indifpenſs 
ble Obligation, in all circumſtances, upon all who ever 
devoted themſelves to the Minifry, to continue the open 
performance of their Office. They do not ſay, or inti- 
mate, that he is no faithful and wiſe Teacher, who, forſj 
the ſake of the Peace of the Church, and the Edification 
of Chriſtians in Love, leaves them to that Proviſion 
which is certainly ſufficient for them; and rather ſubmits 
to be ſilent in public, upon ſuch Conſiderations, than to 
give the leaſt Encouragement, by his Practice, to a Sepr 
ration which muſt neceſſarily divide the Hearts of Chrr 
ſtians from one another, and unavoidably contribute to 
the decreaſe of Charity, and the abounding of Strife, 
and Variance, and Emulation, and all the inſtances of 
Uncharitableneſs in the World: reſolving to do all in 
his power, for the promoting Godlineſs, and true Religi- 
on, in his more private Capacity. And ſince theſe Texts 
_ fay nothing againſt the Principles, or Practice of ſuch an 
one, I ſee not how they come near the matter we are 
| th e now 
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now conſidering, which, I muſt again tell You, is no- 
thing hut this, whether there may not be Times, and 
Circumſtances, in which the public Labouys of very good 
Men may not prove a greater diſadvantage to the Chi- 
ftian Church, than their ſilence in public, joined with their 
hearty Endeavours to ſerve the intereſt of Religion in 
private; and, if there may be ſuch Times, and ſuch 
Circumſtances, -whether it be not, then, the Duty of 
every good Man to lay aſide the public Exerciſe of his 
Mini ſtry. 1 2 | 
If the whole matter turn upon this (as it moſt appar 
rently doth) then, what ſignifies it to produce ſuch Faſ- 
ſages of Scripture as theſe, which import nothing but that 
rift hath appointed Paſtowrs in his Church; That there 
is aDuty incumbent upon them, viz, the feeding of his 
Flock ; that the Reward of ſuch as are Good and Faith- 
ful, ſhall be great, and the puniſhment of the Slothful 
and Faithleſs intolerable ; or the like? Who denies all 
this? Or, whoever denied it? But doth it follow from 
hence, that a Faſtour, for the advantage of the Chriſtiane 
Church, and when there is no Neceſity for his pullic Fer- 
formances, may not zurn all his thoughts upon more 
private Ways of doing good, without incurring the guilt 
of Perfidtouſreſe, and Slotbfulneſs ? Not in the leaſt, as I 
ſee. And indeed, the very mention of this Conſidera- 
tion had been a ſufficient return to your Argument taken 
from theſe Paſſages of Scripture, But I was willing to 
examine particularly into them, That the Reader maght 
ſee what was in them, and be the more capable of judg- 
Ing whether they 2nttmate ſuch a Duration of the munifte- 
rial Office as you contend for, viz. an abſolute Obl gation 
upon Miniſters, to exerciſe the Office publicly. I have 
Placed the Words before his Eyes, leſt He ſhould think 
either that there was more, or leſs, in them, than there 
is; And ſo leave him to determine, whether I have dealt 
fairly with them, or no. t 


— 


? he 
14 5 2142 The 


comparable to the Diſadvantages of it, I cannot think 


pel. Whether it be ſo or not, nothing can be gathered 
from theſe Paſlages. Your Obligations would not have 


nothing deſtructive of them (ſuch, if I be not miſtaken, 


public preaching in ſuch 2 Country, as there was for 


/ 
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ag Eighth Argument in Defenſe of your Practice, i; 
this, | Boa ett l i 
Some Paſſages of Scripture plead for the Nece ſity of | 
Preaching even vben the Magiſtrate forbids , as Add. 4. 19. wi 
5. 28. 1 Cor. 9. 14, 16. Add. 4. 29. 2 Tim. 4. 1, 2, Nve 
1 Iim. 6.3.13, F476 5 P | we of mp4 
Therefore, it is our Duty to continue the public Exer- th 
ci ſe of our Miniſtry, 1 | 
I ſhall not be fo particular under this Argument, as | 
Ihave been under the laſt, becauſe there is no need of | 
it. I know none who maintain, that the meer Com- I cf 
mand of the Magiſtrate is ſufficient to ablige a Miniſter 
to lay aſide the public Exerciſe of his Office. But then, 
I kncw none that think, there may not be Conſiderati- | 
ons, ſufficient enough to induce a Minifter of Feſus Chrift | 
to comply with ſuch a Command of the Magifrate. And | 
therefore, I ſee not to what purpoſe it is to produce ſach | 
Texts as have nothing in them againſt this. For ſtill we 
2re where we were before, and the Queſtion remains the 
fame. Is your Practice for the Advantage of the Chri- 
ſtizn Church, all Things conſidered ? And, Is there a 
Neceſſity for it? If there be, in Gods Name let it be 
continued. But, as long as there appears to me no Ne- 


ceſſity for ĩt, and no Advantage to the Church of God, 


it reaſonable, or agreeable to the Precepts of the Goſ- 


been leſs, had there not been one of theſe in the whole 
New Teſtament ; nor would they be, in the leaſt degree, 
greater. could ycu produce a Ihouſand more to the 
{ame effect. You will hardly ſay, that in a Chriſtian 
Conntry, where there is a Church, in which are all things 
ſufficient for the People's Edification, and Salvation, and 
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you have allowed the Church of England to be) you will 
hardly ſay, that there is the ſame Neceſſity for your 


St, 
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St. Peter, and St. John, St. Paul, and Timothy, their Pro- 
pogating the | Goſpel; as there was for their preaching 


of ME Fe ſus Chrift to thoſe who could never have heard of him 
9. MW without them, and looking after thoſe Churches of con- 
2. Nverted Perſons, which muſt have periſhed, and vaniſhed 


without their Care. You will hardly ſay, that becauſe 
there was a Neceſſity upon St. Paul, and St. Peter, tp 
plant the Chriſtian Religion, where it would not have 
been without their Preaching ; therefore, there is a Ne- 
ceſſity upon you to preach, where it is as well, and as 
effectually taught 2s you can teach it. You will hard- 
ly ſay, that God commands you to continue your pub- 
lic Labours, as much. as he commanded thoſe, who had 
immediate Revelations from him, and were aſſiſted with 
a ſupeinatural Power from above, of working Miracles, 
to demonſtrate to all the World the Neceſſity they lay un- 
der. And if you will not equal your Neceſſity to that 
bey lay under, you cannot think that the ſame Texts 
which ſhew the Neceſſiy of their public Miniſtrations, 
will convince us of any ſuch Neceſity incumbent upon 
lou : becauſe what proves a Neceſity in ſome certain Cir- 
cumſtances, cannot prove a_Neceſity in Circumſtances 
wholly different. . St.Peter, St John, St. Paul, and Timo» 
thy, lay under a Neceſity of preaching, becauſe there could 
have been no ſuch thing as Griſtianity, or a Chriſtian 
Church in the World without it; but the Texts in which 
their Neceſſity is declared, can never prove a Neceſſi 
of your Preaching, withqqt whoſe public Labours, Chri- 
ſtianity can very well ſMiiſt, and the Chriſtian Church 
be edify'd in Truth; nay, without whoſe public Labours, 
Chriſtians can be more effectually edify'd in Love, and 
Peace, and Concord, than with them, I am ſure, there- 
fore, I do;this Argument no Wrong, by neglecting any 
farther Examination cf the Texts on which it is built. 
The Ninth, and laſt Argument, in Defenſe of the 
Continuance of ycur public Miniſtrations, is taken from 
Matth. 9. 38, Luke 10. 2, and runs thus; 


Ve 


— 
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Ve find it to be our Duty to pray for the ſending in off 
Faithful Labourers into God's Vineyard, and, Ve judge th 
ending up ſuch a Requeſt to God a mocking of him, whileſf 
"ſuch as We are ceaſe to labour, who have been called, and 

' qualified, owned and ſucceeded, ; 
Therefore we dare not lay aſide the public Exerciſe of 

eur Miniſtry. = ky ö 

I have often wondered, to find that wiſe, and conſi| 
dering Men, when they are aggravating their Adverſæ it 
ry's Cauſe, or defending their own, can often ſo far for WM +: 
get themſelves, as to prefer the Number before the Weight 7 
of Arguments; and, inſtead of inſiſting upon what mull 1 
at laſt ſupport their Cauſe (if it be tobe ſupported) to 5; 
chuſe to add to the Heap, tho* they do their Cauſe ani \ 
Injury by it. I do not deny but that many\of you were 
Faithful Labouxere, and ſincerely endeavoured to promote 
the Salvation of Souls in the Execution of your Office. 


1 
© 

c 

: 

But ſuppoſing that upon ſerious Conſideration, being | p 
= 

L 

; 

| 
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ſenſible that there was good and ſufficient Proviſion for 
the Souls of the People in the Effabliſbed Church; being 
perſuaded that the Good yon could do in your private 
Capacities, and the peaceful Conſequences of laying aſide 
the public Exerciſe of your Miniſtry, would more than 
connter-balance the Advantage of your public Miniſtra- 
tions ; I fay, ſuppoſing You had, upon ſuch Conſidera- 
tians, ceaſed from your Labours in public, what is there 
in this Petition, which You could not ſay without mock- 
ing God © Could not you beg God to {end uſeful and 
Jaborious Paſtors into his Church, to minifter publicly in 
it ; tho' You thought it more for his Glory, and the Ad- 
vantage of his Church, that You your ſelves ſhould 
leave off to minifter publicly? Or, if You ſay, that You 
could never be of this Opinion, I anſwer, then this is the 
Reaſon of the Continuance of your public Miniſtration, 
becauſe Yon imagine it more for the Advantage of 
Cbrif 5 Church, than the laying them aſide z not becauſe 
You cannot put up this Petition without mocking God, if 
You ſhould lay them aſide, This indeed is the Conſe- 
N EC 
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¶ quence of the other. But why is not that, which is the 


only material Point, inſiſted upon, and clearly demon- 


ſtrated? Why are we amuſed with ſo many Aggravati- 
ons of the Guilt of ceaſing your public Labours; all 
© which Aggravations import nothing, without ſuppoſing 
this, that your public Labours are neceſſary, and more 
advantageous to the Church, than your Silence would be 
and this not clearly proved, but very little done towards 
it? Beſides, you are as ſenſible as any Perſons whatever, 
that theſe public Labours are but part of the Office of a 
Minifter ; and not the only beneficial part. Now you 
know that it is about theſe public Labours we are ſpeak- 
ing, and your Ceſſation from them. You may ſtill be 
very beneficial inzyour private Labours; and methinks, 
you might be private Labourers, and do what Good you 
can, in the way moſt conducing to the Increaſe of Peace 
and Love, and not be ſaid to have ceaſed even your ni- 
ni terial Labours for the Salvation of Mankind; or, eon- 
ſequently, to mock God, when you pray to him to ſend 
faithful Labourers into his Vineyard. But I have ſaid 
enough of this. If your Cauſe were to be ſupported by 
ſuch Arguments as this, you might add a vaſt Number 
more to thoſe you have already offered. 

To conclude this Point, Having maturely weigh'd the 
whole matter, and confidered every Argument alledged, I 
cannot apprehend it to be an indiſpenſable Duty lying upon 
yon as Men and Mingfers, either by the Obligation of God's 
Law of Charity, or by the binding Force of your own Vows 
at your Self-dedication to the Service of God in his Houſe, to 
continue the public Exerciſe of your Miniſtry. I grane 
indeed, that it is your Duty to do your beſt in the Exerciſe 
of all your Talents, to ſeek to ſave People's Souls: and it 
is a good general Rule, That every Perſon, as well as 
you, ought to do ſo. But for all this, it is as certainly 
true (and I believe you will acknowledge it to be ſo) that 
many a Man, who may have a good Talent at public 
preaching, and may do ſome Good by it, may yet be un- 
der an Obligation not to do it, It may be, that — 


LY 
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Good he can de this way, will be very little more than 2. 


ſome only? If in ſame only, then what Pretence have 


cord. There was a Time when fuch Arguments for a 
parate Miniffry were rejected, and exploded. by your 
Aelwves. And, indeed, if tbis be retained, and inſiſted 


- Diviſion in the Church of Chriſt”, which I hardly think 


there 18. 


' nued the public Exerc ſe of it y and examined, Whether 
they be ſufficient to defend your Practice in fo doing: 


hat he can do in a more private ways it may be, that Me! 
his Silence will be more for the Increaſe of univerſal Love the 
and Peace amongſt Chriſtians; it may be, that the Ne. 
ceſſities of the People may be provided for in other, and} 
more regular Ways; and the Thoughts of a g eater Good 
in another way will certainly lay an Obligation upon 
him, to omit this one particular way. I have done 
wat I can to ſhew, that the Neceſities of Souls calls you 
not to it; which is the only thing that can defend your 
Practice. But if you ſtill think fit to perſiſt in this, II 
Mall only ask, Do the Neceſſities of Souls call you to it, 
an every place where you have ſetled your ſelves, or in 


Fon for your public Miniſtrations where the People's Ne- 
ce ſitice do not require them? And why are the chief of 
Your Labours employ d where there is leaſt need of | 
them? If inevery place, then you muſt maintain, I think, 
that te Neceſities of the People cannot be ſupplied in 
any eftabhiſh'd way, and that there cannot be ſo much 
done towards this, but that there will be always room || 
For more. And then the Conſequence is, Diviſion, and 
Subdiviſion without end, and no hope of Unity and Con- 


on, as reaſonable, I ſee not, but, that it muſt follow, 
that there is a good, and reaſonable Ground for Eternal 


Having thus conſidered the Arguments offered in Vin- 
dication of thoſe amongſt you, who were in the Miniſtry 
before the Ad of Uniformity, and have ever ſince conti- 


9 1 


.. 


I come now to the other Point I propoſed, of very great 
Concern to the Cauſe, as it ſtands at preſent. And 
| : 2, To 
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an 2. To conſider, how far theſe Auguments can vindicate 
at hne Practice of thoſe amongſt you, who have ordained 
'VelSthers, and of theſe who have been ordained, to the 
e nner er e e e eg 
naß The Conſideration of this will take up very little 
04 ime : And a very few Words will ſerve to determine 
on his Point. No Ordination Vow, and ſolemn - Dedication, 


ne o God, can here be pretended ; and ſa, the great Crimes 
on WF Sacrilege, and Perjury, might have been avoided with- 
ur put this. The People had never experienced the Labours 

Ie thoſe of you, who have ſince taken the Miniſtry upon 


ou; they had never contracted any Relation to you's 
nd, therefore, it cannot. be ſæ id, that they:requefed» your 


Vo lie Labours, or declared that they would : charge you with 
.be Ruine of their Souls; if you did not take it upon you; 
- Ind fo, you could not do it for fear of the Guilt of Un- 
1 


aithfulneſs, Cruelty, and Unmercifulncfs to the Souls whoſe 
are you" had undertaken. Nor do I ſee, that the Car;ſe: 
Vid Doom of the unprofitable Servant could have moved 
ou, either to ordain others, or to be ordained to the 
Miniſtry. Ihe Paſſages of Scripture which (you ſay) in- 
mate the Duration of the miniſterial Office where there is 
"Ce a Conveyance, have nothing to doy where: 20 Cone - 
ance is. And thoſe which plead for the Neceſitj of preach». 
ng, even whenthe Magiſtrate forbids; can be of little mo- 
ment to this part of the Cauſe. The Petition for fai Hul 
Labourers might have been put up, with as good à Grace, 
and as great Sincerity, without your ue Ordinations, as 
with them: And you ſeem your ſelves to apply that Ar- 
gument only to ſuch as had Leen before called, and qua- 
Hfed, owned, and ſucceeded. Granting all theſe Arguments 
their full force, and as much Strength as you your ſelves 
imagine to be in them, they will not, in the leaſt, v in- 
dicate the Behaviour of thoſe amongſt ycu we are now 
ſpeaking of. And thus we ſee; the greateſt Aggravations 
of the Guilt of your Silence, and. thoſe! which you lay 
molt Weight upon, are of no Conſideration in this Point 
of your Practice. There remain Tro of the 2 
Lilks ere 


knowledge a ſufficient Ground for your Practice, if it. 


have given a full Account before, in the Conſideration off | 


they are not ſufficient to juſtify, the other part of your 


vo. | 3 
Thus have I endeavoured to ſatisfy you, Firft, That 
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here alledged, and theſe only can have any relation ti and 
it: the one, taken from the Inſuſiciency of ſundry of than 
Pariſh Mini ſters; and the other, from the Neceſitie of thi 
people in moſt parts of the Nation, notwithſtanding the Legal 1 
Proviſion for them. The latter of theſe I cannot but ac. 


can be fairly and clearly made out; and, I'm ſure, it} 
is the only Argument that you ought to lay any Weight 
upon. But then it is my Opinion, that it can never be 
made out; ſo made out, I mean, as to be a good Rea. 
ſon for your ſeparate Miniſtry. Why I think that neither 
this Argument, nor the other, can do you any Service, I 


them, as they preſented themſelves: under the former a 
Head. And the ſame Reaſons which I produced, to prove ö 
that they were not ſufficient to juſtify the Continnance of 


Jour public mini ſtry, will, at leaſt, equally prove, that | m 


| 


Conduct, your new Ordinations, for the perpetuating af 
ſeparate miniſtry in the Land. And to theſe I muſt refer 


the Dyms of miniſterial Conformity are not ſo unreaſonable, MW # 

and unjuſt, as you have imagined, and repreſented them, 

to be. Secondly, That the Arguments you have alledged, | 

upon Suppoſition that they are ſo unreaſonable, are not 
ufficient to vindicate your Practice, in the Continuance 


of your public miniſtrations. There remains yet the third 


thing I propoſed at firſt, which I now come to, viz. 


III. To conſider what is offered by Mr. Calamy, in 
Vindication of your People. And what I have to ſay un- 
der this Head I ſhall addreſs to Ton (tho it do not {ob im- 
mediately reſpect Jou, as the former Two) becauſe Tov, 


indeed, are the chief Maintainers of the Separation; be- 


cauſe Jou have pleaded the Cauſe of the People, and put 
theſe Arguments into their Mouths, becauſe Tow have 
furnitied themwith their Obbjections againſt Conformity, 
3 i | an 
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Wind kept up their Prejudices againſt the Church of Eng- 
1 and; becauſe Ton have very great Intereſt with them, 


Wand a very great Authority, and Influence over them; 
and, conſequently, as You have been their Guides, and 


d Supports, in their Departure from us, ſo you may, upon 


own Practice. 


naturer Conſideration, prove ſucceſsful, and happy In- 
it atruments in the uniting them to us again, to the Glo 
of God, and the Increaſe of Peace, and Love amon oft 
Jus; and, laſtly, becauſe many of the Arguments offered 
for them eben, in common to You both, and, under ſome 
of them, I ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak to yon, ang Four 


I ſhall take the ſame Method under this He witich 
1 did in the laſt; and firſt, draw up all the Arguments - 
Imeet with, in "Defenſe of your People, in their full 
Strength : and then, conſider them ſeparately, and Ex2- 
mine 1nto the Strength of every one of them. 

The 5 is taken from the Benefit the People had 
found by your Labours, and is thus expreſs d, 
Many of the People had found Benefit * the Labour: of 
the ejected Mini ſters, 

Therefore, they were obliged to flick to them, and to Pre- 
fer their Labours before others, Kc. 

The Second is this, 

Theſe Miniſters pere caſt off, without baving an) lid. 
Crime alleged agai nt them, 

Therefore, it had been ane; ad barbarbus in the 
People to deſert them. 

The Third is taken from the Can ſe you are engaged i in, 


viz, the preſing a fartber Reformation in Eccleſiaftical Mat- 
ters ; and ſtands thus, 


This Cauſe is 2 good and ju Cauſe, 
Therefore, it is the Duty of the People, ache place, 


to eſpouſe it, and adbere to the ſame Principle, &c. 
The Fourth is this, 


It is the Duty of the Diſſenting Miniſters to continue in 
the uy: their N tho filenc'd 2 the Mogiftrate, | 


p here- 
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Therefore, the People are therein obliged to ſupport, and] 
encourage thein, ET 

The Fifth is taken from their right to chuſe their. own | 
Paſtor. 
The People muſt often part with this Right, if they ſub- 8 
mit to the Legal Proviſion for them, id 

Therefore, they cannot live ,in Conformity to the ben 
Church of England. This I find a little afterwards thus | 


ba 
ws to 
ay. 


EDU 


22 


The Diſc ipline of the C bard 5 is ſtill bad, and inſufft j 
cient, notwithſtanding all the Calls for greater ride Ws 1 
and Care, ever ſince the Refo mation from Popery, t 1 
Therefore, it is the Duty of the TFeople to ſeek for 
better Churches in a ſeparate way. 
A Seventh Argument is this, 
Many of the Laity are afraid of ſmning, in baptizing they | 
Children with Godfathers and Godmothers, and the Sign of 
the Croſs. and many of them queſtion the Lawfulneſt of 
| kneeling at the Communion, 
Therefore, it is their Duty to ſeparate from the Church 
of Ex gland. | 
_ Taedaff Argument J find propoſed (if that may be 
called an, A, zument, which, is nothing but Invective) is 
this.” 
Some of the Chnrch Party (you fay) Tere obſerved to lay 
a greater Ste ſa upon their Ceremonies, than upon Knowledge, 
or Faith, or r6at Holineſs 4 and to make light of Oaths. Ihe 
ruling Clergv, and their Patr ons, framed ſcveral very trou- 
bleſome 4 The People found themſelve; wretcbedly ham- 
per'd, and enſnar'd by on. of the Clergies making. An 
wy who were ſo fond of their own Conſtitution, had fo little 
L - Charuy 
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I barity left for thoſe hoſe Sentiments differ d from theirs 
to queſtion the Validity of their Miniſtry and Ordinances 
ay. and even the Poſpbility of their Salvation, &c. Such Ob. 
ervations as theſe, made many of the Laity think, that there 
20s uo ſmall Danger of encouraging them in their Rigours, 
d aeg Pretenſions, by an Adherence and Submiſſion to 
ben, ; | Ms | | 
Therefore, it was their Duty to ſeparate from them 

nto diſtin& Churches. 25 b 
I ſhall not think this laſt Plea worthy of a Repetition, 
Yr a ſecond Thought; and, therefore ſhall here (before 
reſume the —— of the other Arguments) only 
e 


1 | 


\ 


Wk the Perſon who hath thought fit to load the Can 
Pith this Invective, Is this an Argument fit to be urged in 
WDctenſe of a Separation, or not? If it be not (as, I verily 
elieve, he thinks it is not) Why is it produced by one 
hat pretends to ſtudy Peace, and Reconciliation ? why 
it propoſed as a ſtrong and ſufficient Reaſon ? why is 
t urged without any Conſideration, or any Reflexion 
pon the Weakneſs of it, and without any Antidote a- 
Wainſt the Poiſon of it? Is it no matter upon what 
grounds the People divide into diftin& Churches? Are 
{cy to be ſupported and careſſed in all their moſt un- 
eaſonable and fooliſh Prejudices? And is it laudable 
o multiply Objections againft the Church, tho' at the 
xpence of Charity and Judgment ? If this be thought a 
200d Reaſon for Nonconformity, then I ſee no Hopes of 
yer putting an End to it, even upon the Grounds you 
your ſelves deſire. For no Abatements, or Amendments 
n the Church, its Diſcipline, Government, or Liturgy, 
an poſh bly: prevent, or remove ſuch Objections as this. 
Nor can there ever be revived a Spirit of Love, and a 
Deſire of Union amongſt us, whilſt little Conſcience is 
ade of putting the worſt Conſtruction upon the Acti- 
ons of others, and then bringing their Perſons into the 
Quarrel; of prejudicing Men againſt a Cauſe, by what 
hath no more relation to it (in Truth) than the moſt di- 
Kant thing in — Suppoſing theſe W 
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the Clergy true, and ſuppoſing the Crime 4s great as vou 
leaſe; doth it follow, becauſe ſome of the ruling Clergy T 
have been rigid Task-maſters, have been Men of ill Tem. ot 
pers, or ſevere in their Attempts to bring Men, to Con- 
formity, therefore the People ought not to conform? Or, 
was it ever thought, that Conformity obliged Men to ap 
prove of the Tempers and Actions of every Man that 
conformed? and would not the Conformity of the Peopl: 
have been ſo far from encouraging them in their Rigours, 
and aſſuming Pretenſions (as you ſay) that it would wholly 
have put an End ts them? And were not theſe Perſons, 
who were thus hamper'd and fetter d, Diſſenters (and re: 
ſolved ſo to be) before thefe Obſervations made upon the 
Clergy ? How then were they Nonconformifts in Conf. 
deration of theſe Rigours, and aſſuming Pretenfions, when, 
rather, it is plain, theſe Rigours were uſed, becauſe they 
were Nonconformifts * But I have ſaid too much upon 
this Argument. ; ee 
Would Men that write in ſuch Cauſes hut conſider, 
that they write in the Preſence of God, and that they 
are to anſwer for every Infinuation, and every unreaſous 
ble Aggravation; for every thing they ſay that may: blind 
the Eyes, and prejudice the Underſtanding of their Rev 
ders; for 17. Hindrance that they lay in the way to 
Peace and Union; for every Word and Sentence that 
may ipcenſe the divided Parties of Chriſtians againf 
one another; we ſhould not fee ſo frequently in Books 
of Controverſy the Marks of Pzſfton and fubborn Prejudice, 
| Where nothing ought to be ſeen but Reaſon and good Ne 
ture, and a Diſpoſition inclined to put the moſt favour- 
able Conſtructions upon the Deſigns of others; where no- 
thing ought to be feen, but what tends to the compoſing 
the unhappy Differences between Men of the ſame Na- 
tion, and the fame Profeſſion. We all pretend to lament 
dur Diſſenſions, and to wiſh for a perfect Union; but, 
when will it be ſeen, that we ſhall ſtudy not to offend, 
or incenſe thoſe we differ from? When ſhall we learn to 
argue without Reflexions, or Railing? When ſnall — 
= Ts : Conten 
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Conteſt between us be, not, who ſhall ſay the bittereſt 
Things; who ſhall uſe the moſt ſevere and cutting Lan- 
guage ; who ſhall vex and irritate his Adverſary moſt, 
or, who ſhall keep up his Party moſt effectually: but, 
who ſhall repreſent Things with moſt Truth and Can- 
dour ; who ſhall contribute moſt to the ſetting Things in 
a due Light; who ſhall moſt effectually pave the Way 
to Peace, and Concord, remove Mens Prejudices, ſweets 
en their Tempers, and draw their Affections nearer to 
one another? But what End is there of Diviſion and Ha- 
tred, when Men cannot be contented with the beſt Rea» 
ſoning their Cauſe will bear, but are ever burthening it 
with Aggravations, which always work more than Argu- 
ments, and never fail to deſtroy Chriſtian Charity in the 
World ? This Thought hath carried me a little beyond 
due Bounds + but it hath its uſe in all Controverſies, and 
eſpecially in this. I heartily wiſh it may have the ſame 
Effect upon all others, as, J hope, it will ever have up- 
on me; and ſo return to theſe Arguments in Vindication 
of your People, as they lie in their Order. 
The Firſt is this. ; ALOE, 
Many of the People bad found Benefit by the Labours of 
the ejeFed Miniſters, PSS AN i DS. - 
Therefore, they were obliged to flick to them; and, 
it is expreſſed preſently after, They could not forbear pre- 
ferring the Labowr's of thoſe Miniſters, the Suitableneft of 
whoſe Gifts, and whoſe Readineſs to watch for their Souls, 
they bad experienc'd, before other's that came in their places, 
to whom they were Strangers, and ns to whom they were, at 
the beft, in great Uncertainty. — © | 
Of how very little Account in the Cauſe before us, 
this Conſiderat ion is, and to how little Purpoſe this A- 
gument is produced (unlefs to mike up the Number) 
is plain, For how few of the ejeFed Miniſters confined 
themſelves to the very Places whence they were ejected? 
How few of the Diſſenting Laity make any Scruple of 
forſaking a Paſtor on the Account of any*little Differ- 
ence, or groundleſs Diſſatisfaction, how- ſuitable ſoever 
” - they 
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they have found his Gifts, and how much ſoever they 
have experienc d his Readineſs to watch for their Souls ? How 
few do we find, that expreſs the leaſt Readineſs to con- 
form to the Church of England, any more after the De- 
Parttire, or Death of their ejeFed Miniſter, than before 
And when do we find any of them that are not more 
ready, at ſuch a time, to truſt the Care of their Souls 
with Diſſenting Paſtors, to whom they are Strangers, and a 
to whom they are, at beſt, in great Uncertainty, than to re- 
turn to the Communion of the Efabliſh'd Church © This 
Argument then can he of little uſe to the, preſent State of 
the Cauſe. For it is plain, the People think not them- 
ſelves obliged in Conſeience conſtantly to attend upon 
the Miniſtry of that Perſon, from whom they have 
once received Benefit. It is plain, that many Conſid era- 
tions of leſſer moment than the Face and Unity of the 


Church, do induce them to leave a Paſtor who hath been 


uſeful to them, and attend upon one to hom they are 


Strangers. It is plain, if this Argument were wholly want- 


ing, there would not be a Diſſent er the lefs in England. 
It is plain therefore, that the Argument is weak, and of 
no great Account in the Judgment ct your People them- 
ſelves. If then they do not judge themſelves obliged in 


Conſcience never to forſake that Teacher, the Benefit of 


whoſe La hours, and Suitableneſs of whoſe Gifts they have 
experienc d, they could not be obliged in Conſcience to 
tack to their own ejefed minifters. Much leſs are rw 
obliged in Conſcience to join thefnſelves to others, whole 
Abilities are unknown to them, in Oppoſition to the 


urch of England. Yet this is their conſtant Practice 
upon the Departure, or Death of their Old Paſtor, or 
upon any Diflike of their own. Whom then of your 


Laity will this Argument vindicate? And, if their Practice 


be ſuch, why is an Argument brought to defend it, which 


muſt ſuppoſe it quite otherwiſe, or elſe be acknowledged 


to have no Strength in it? Their Pra@ice therefore is 
different from what you think it, and repreſented by 


you as what it ſheuld be, rather than what it really is 1 
Dj and 
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and your Argument conſequently wants the Force you 
ſuppoſe to be in it, when you apply it to a Praftice 
which is not agreeable to your Repreſentation. And 
then, if any Conſiderations can be of Force enough to 
induce a Man to leave one Paſtor, and go over to ano- 
ther (tho' he have profited by the one heretofore, and 
knows little of the other) certainly the Conſideration of 
Peace, and Love, are of all the mc forcible ; and may 


be ſuppoſed, more than any others, to diſcharge him 


from his great Obligation to attend for ever upon the 
Miniſtry of one Perſon who hath been uſeful to him. Ef- 
pecially conſidering, on the one hand, that this Perſon 
may be very uſeful to him ſtill, in a more private way: 
and, on the other hand, that tho' he be perhaps a Stran- 
ger to the Eftabliſhed Miniſter, and in great Uncertainty as to 
bim; yet he may be ſecure, in his conſtant Attendance 
upon the public Worſhip in the Eftabliſh'd Church, (which 
is all we are concerned about) that he ſhall meer with a 
Service fitted for the Worſhip of God, and his own Edi- 
fication, if he bring a good Heart along with him. And 
there is this Advantage in the Eftabliſh'd Way, that he 
need not be a Stranger to the main part of the public 
Worſhip; nor in the leaſt Uncertainty as to that. Is it not, 
therefore, a little unaccountable, that the great Satisfa- 
ction ſome People take, in their Attendance upon public 
Worſhip, ſhould lie in their being Strangers to what they 
are to join with, and in great Uncertainty what it will be; 
and yet, that theſe Perſons ſhould make it an Argument 


ſagainſt their attending the public Worſhip in the Eftabliſh'd 


Church (where the main parts of it are ſetled with Piety 
and Judgment, and conſtantly the ſame) that they are 
Strangers to the Miniſter, and as to bim, at beſt, in great 
Uncertainty ? n % 2 f 
1 The Second Argument in Defenſe of your People, is 
18, ey „ ein . BY! 
The ejefed Mini ſters were caſt off, without having any 
ſuitable Crime alleged againſt them, EIS HOY: 


* 


K 3 I Therefore, | 
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Therefore, it had been inhumaue and barbarous in the 
People to deſert them. "1 
It is noPleaſure to me to ſpeak on this Subject; or to 
think that any good, and uſeful Perſons were ſo unhap, 
py, as not to be ſatisfied in their Minds about the Terms 
of miniſterial Conformity impoſed. But let us argue the 
Caſe a little, as far as the Cauſe of Separation is concern- ¶ ca! 
ed. You your ſelves, with whom I am chiefly concern: ſh u 
ed, would have ſome Eftabliſbment, nay, and ſuch an fol 
Eftabliſhment as would inevitably exclude ſome Perſons, Mt 5*! 
and ſuch as you may think uſeful and laborious. Vo 1 
would then have ſome Terms, aud ſome Conditions impo- un 
ſed, by which all who come in to the Efabliſbment, ſhould i 
be obliged. Who ſhall be Judges what Terms are proper? Ml U 
Shall not the Governonrs in Church and State? Is it not E 
their Province, and muſt not they give an Account to i? 
God for it? If there be ſome Perſons, who cannot come 
in to the Mini ry, or remain in the public Exerciſe of Ml U 
it, upon theſe Terms, Can this be. remedied ? Or, muſt 1 
theſe Perſons preſently begin, and encourage the Diviſion 
of the Nation, and ſet up Churches againſt the Eftabhiþ1 
Courch? Methinks this ſhould not eaſily be affirmed, 
Thus, in the Caſe before us, you would at that very 
time, if I miſtake you not, have had ſome Terms impo- 
Ted upon ſuch as ſhould continue in their Pariſh Miniſtry, 
Suppoſing therefore theſe Terms had been exactly what 
would have contented you, you cannot imagine but that 
forall this many a Man would have been eje&ed, and 
for ought I can judge, the Number of fuch might have 
come but little ſhort of what it is repreſented now to be. 
Now I would ask, whether would have been better, and 
more reaſonable, all Things conſidered, that the People 
ſhould have united with their Pariſh Minifters, or with 
theſe ejefed Perſons, whether they ſhould have been e- 
ſteemed barbarous and inhumane, if they had deſerted theſe, 
and ſeriouſly attended upon the public Vorſbip in their 
Pariſh Churches, whether it might not have been the Du- 
ty of the People to leave them, tho' they were er 
WWW 
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without having any ſuitable Crime alleg'd againſt them. For 
obſerve, if you grant that at that time ſome Terms might be 
impoſed very lawfully, nay, and ſuch Terms as would 
infallibly exclude ſome, you muſt grant, that there was 
no Neceſſity then of alleging any ſuitable Crime againſt 
them and that they might be lawfully turnd out, be- 
cauſe they did not think it lawful, or proper, to come 
up to thoſe Trmi. Why then are the People taught to 
follow them, becauſe they were caſt off without the Alle» 
gation of any Crime, by you who can teach them, that 
ſuch Terms might lawfully have been impoſed, as would 
unavoidably have cauſed many to have been caſt off, 
without ſuch a Ceremony? Why is an Argument built 
upon this, by Tow who know it will not bear one? Who 
know this, I fay ; for Iſuppoſe ycu will give me leave to 
ſay, that had theſe Terms been to your Content, you 
would not have cenſured the: People who conformed to 
the Church of England, as harbarous, and inbumane, in de- 
ſerting their former Miniſter , but rather, have rejoiced 
at it, as what would have tended mightily to an entire 
and univerſal Concord, And now, methinks, tho' the 
Terms were not exactly what you wiſhed them, yet ſince 
they were ſuch as your lawful Governowrs then thought fit 
to impoſe, and ſuch as many excellent, pious, and uſe- 
ful Men thought fit to comply with ; you ſhould not 
make ſo vaſt a Difference in your ways of arguing z 
and now, move the Compaſſion of the People with the 
Thoughts of the Inhumanity and Ba/ barity of deſerting you; 
when, if you had not been of the Number of the Eje- 
ded, but had thought the Terms large enough, youwould, 
I doubt not, have pleaded another Cauſe; and have ar- 
gued, that ſuch a Deſertion, for the ſake of the Peace and 
Quiet of the Chureb, is neither inhumane nor barbarous 
and perhaps farther, that to flick to the ejefed Miniſters, 
and carry on, with them, a formal Separation from a 
good ana found Church, is, in its Conſequences, and ill 


Effects upon the World, a much greater Inſtance of Har- 


barity, and Inbumanity. This is really as if you ſhould 
| K 4 . 
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ſay, if the Terms had been ſuch as to take in us, then 
the People might have conformed without Inhumanity, or 
Barbarity, notwithſtanding the Ejection of many others 
would have been unavoidable: But ſinge they were fra- 
med ſo that Ve could not come up to them, the People 
juſtly feared the Guilt of Inhumanity in de ſerting us. And, 
whether it be reaſonable to argue at this rate, I leave 
you to judge. 5 5 
Beſides, I muſt obſerve that this Argument ſignifies ve- 
ry little to our preſent Times, unleſs you will ſay, that, 
whenever any Perſons have prepared themſclves for the 
Ministry, and cannot come up to the Terms of the Efla- 
lid Church, it is inhumane and barbarous in the People 
not to ſtick to them, and encourage them. And perhaps 
vou will ſay this. For, if this be ſo mighty an Argu- 
ment in the Behalf of the ejected Minifters, it ſhould he of 
ſome force in the Caſe of theſe others. They were actually 
indeed in theMimftry,and theſe have thought fit to prepare 
themſelves for it. They would have come up to the Terms 
of the Eſtabliſhment, if they could have done it with- 
out Sin, and theſe profeſs themſelves moſt ready to do 
it, but that it is againſt their Conſciences. They were eje&- 
ed becauſe they could not ſubmit to theſe Terms, and theſe 
are kept out on the ſame Account; and both without ha- 
wing any ſuitable Crime alleged againfl them, I ſee not, but 
that you may as truly tax the People with Inbumanity and 
Barbarity in not attending upon theſe, as in deſerting 
thoſe. And then, what a Foundation is here laid for con- 
ſtant Diviſions from an Eftabliſh'd Church, tho never ſo 
periegt It is but for any Perſons to pretend, that they 
ave prepared themſelves for the Miniſtry, and that they 
are ready to mimiſter in this Church, tut that they can- 
not with a ſafe Conſcience ſubmit to the Terms required 
of Miniſters in it; and preſently it ſhall be inhumane and | 
barbarous in the People not to give Encouragement to 
them, and ſo it ſhall be made their Duty, to divide from 
the Efal liſb d Church, and to promote all the ſad Con- 
ſequences of ſuch a Diviſion, In the mean while, theſe 
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Conſequences are not conſidered, and it is not remem- 
bred, what deplorable Effects have been cauſed by ſet- 
ting up Church againſt Church, and Worſhip againſt Vor- 


ſhip ; 1t is not remembred, what Inbumanity and Barbarity 


this hath already occaſioned, and may again occaſion in 
this Nation; what Prejudices, and Paſhon, what Emu- 
lations, and Oppoſition, what Hatred and Malice, what 
Tealouſies and vile Surmiſes, what Diſturbances, and 
Unhappineſſes, this naturally tends to produce in the 
World. And now, As to this Inbumanity and Barbarity, 
upon the Conſideration of which only this Argument 
is founded, let any one of common Senſe judge, on 
which fide the greater Barbarity lies, whether on the part 
of thoſe who would not deſert the ſeparate Mimſtry, tho 
the Conſequences of it muſt be acknowledged very pre- 
judicial; or on the part of thoſe, who, in Conſideration 
of theſe evil Conſequences, and of the Advantages and 
bleſſed Effects of a univerſal Conformity, rather choſe to 
deſert the ſeparate Miniſtry, than the Eſftabliſh'd Church. 
The Third Argument in Vindication of your People, 
is taken from the Cauſe you are engaged in, thus, | 
The Cauſe in which the Diſſenting Minifters are enga- 
ged, is a good and juſt Cauſe, - 50 
Therefore, it is the Duty of the People in their place 
to eſpouſe it, and adhereto the ſame Principle, &c. 75 
The Cauſe you are engaged in, you ſay, is, the preſing 
a farther Reformation in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, as meceſſar y 
in order to the more general reaching of the great Ends of Re- 
ligion. This is the P/inciple the People are to adbere to, 
in Oppoſition to thoſe who reckon the Church ſo perfect as to 
need no Amendments. © OR > as 
This I find frequently mentioned by you, and there- 
fore I ſhall endeayour, under this Argument, clearly and 
diſtinctly to ſet down my Thoughts upon this part of 
the Cauſe. And it will e, Iconceive, a ſufficient An- 
ſwer to what is advanced upon this Pretence, if I can 
make out the following Particulars, res 


. That 
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1. That Tow, and your Peopls, may continue in Com: 
muon with the Church of England, without thinking it 
fo perfect as to need no Amendments, and without forſakin 
the Canſe, you ſay, you are engaged in. 

2. That you have not attained to perfection, or a grea- 
ter degree of it, in the ſeparate Churches which you 
have erected. TAK | | 

3. That to ſeparate from a Church, in order to obtain 
a farther Reformation, is not reaſonable, or defenſible. 

4. That the method you have taken, is not a likely 
way to make the Church of England one degree more pe- 
fect than it is already. | | 

5. That if this be a good Argument for a Separation, 
there will always be a Neceſſity for one, and that your 
own Amendments would not make the Church fo perfes, 
but that this ſame pretence for Separation would re- 
main. a 

1. That Ton, and your People, may continue in the 
Communion of the Church of England, without thinking 
it fo perfect as to need no Amendments, and without forſa- 
king, this Cauſe in which, you ſay, you are engaged. It 
is none of the Terms of Communion in our Church, as I 
knew of, that we ſhall think it in ev'ry reſpe& perfect; 
that nothing 1s wanting, to make it compleat, either 
in its Government, Diſcipline, or Worſhip : Nor is it con- 
trary tothe Principles of Honefty and Sincerity, for any one 
to minifter, or communicate in a Church, tho' He think ſome- 
thing or other in it may be made better, and more a- 
dapted to the ends of Religion, and the Intereſt of Chri- 
fiianity. Almighty God, tho' without doubt He would 
have his Church as perfect in all reſpects as poſſible; yet 
without doubt alſo, He would not have us upon every 
defect we imagine to be in it, withdraw our ſelves from 
the Communion of it: becauſe at this rate we muſt not 
communicate at all, but live Separatift from all the 
Churches in the World. Peace, and Unity, are the oom 
cern of all Cbriſtians, and the breaches of them, all are 
anſwerable for; but the Conflitution of a National Church 
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| farther Reformation, yet ſince it wants nothing neceſſary 
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3s not the concern of every Chriſtian, ſo as that He be- 
comes anſwerable for the defects of it. If He can him- 
felf, with that care which every Chriſtian ought to exer- 
ciſe, live in the Communion of it, righteonſiy, ſoberly, and 
godly ,, enjoy God's Ordinances without any 1inful mix» 
tures, and be in a ſafe and ſecure way to Heaven; whence, 
I beſeech you, can ariſe any Obligation upon Him to 
break the public Peace and Quiet of this Church ? Can 
you imagine it ſufficient for him to urge, This Church is 
not perfe enough, it wants ſomething in the Adminiſtration of 
its Government ; The Diſcipline of it it looſe and defedive; 
This Expreffion, or this Word, in its Liturgy, is improper ? 
What if it be? and what if theſe Things be not amended, 
juſt when He calls for Reformation? Muſt he therefore 
diſturb, and ruine the Quiet and Charity of the Nation? 
And will theſe Pretences anſwer” for ſuch evil Confe- 
quences, which are what He knowss to be unavoidable ? 
Ithink it is plain they will not. Suppoſing therefore, 


to the Edification of any ſerious Chriſtian, and requires 
nothing in order to Communion ,, but what you acknow- 
ledge in it ſelf lawful, what ſhould hinder a ſerious Chri- 
tian from holding Communion with it? Not his Conſci- 
ence, or the danger his Soul is in, or the ' impoſſibility of 
his encreaſe in all Goodneſs, or the leaſt improbability of 


his obtaining Satvation in it; for theſe are not here id 


pleaded, nor will you allege them; But only, He does 
not think every thing in the Conſtitution ſo exactlx well 


as it might be. Nor is it neceſſary He ſhould do ſo; 
He may live in the Communion: of it without this; 


He may do all poſſible good in the World, and dye a 
happy Death without it. This you know, that many as 
great and excellent Perſons as ever belonged to this 
Church, have not thought jt ſo per felt as to need no Amend 
ments; have ſpoken, and anten, and very warmly ar- 
gued for Amendments; and yet have lived conftantly in 
the Communion of it, and been moſt uſeful and Ws 
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ble Members of it. And tho' there be an unhappy and 
fatal Diſtin&ion between Church-men, and different Names 
framed according to this Diſtinctien; yet I never yet 
heard of a Man of tolerable Senſe of either ſort, that 
would ſeriouſly ſay, that there is nothing in the Church 
of England belonging either to its Government, Diſcipline, 
or Liturgy, capable of Amendment, or which wants farther 
Reformation. Nay, Each ſort have publicly ſpoken, and 
written for a farther Reformation in ſome one, or more of 
theſe. What hath hindred the accompliſhment of it, 
God knows. But they only are to anſwer for this, who 
have reſiſted this Deſign : hinder'd the Reformation of 
any thing that is really amiſs, and the Amendment of 
what it is reaſonable to amend ; of whatever might be 
more adapted to the Deſign of Chriſtianity, or more fit 
ted to promote the Honour of God. If there be any, I 
fay,,who have hinder'd this, They are accountable to 
God for it, not Jou: And you may hold conſtant Com- 
anion with the Church. of England, without thinking 
it abſolutely perfect, or without ever ceaſing, by all 
proper methods, to endeavour the Amendment of any 
thing init that can be made better; or the ſupply of any 
thing that is wanting. But, | 4 if 
2. I deſire it may be conſidered, that you have not 
attained to perfection, or to a greater degree of it than 
what our Church may ben! to, by ſeparating from 
it, and erecting Churches in oppoſition to it: And how 
incongruous is it, that you ſhould ſeparate from the 
Church of England becauſe it is not perfe&, and be your 
ſelves, in the mean while, as imperfe# and defective: 
Churches, as that you have ſeparated from? I ſpeak the 
leaſt, and therefore J hope you will give me leave to 
fay it, That Tour Churches are not more perfed than the 
Eftabliſh'd Church. What advances then have you made 
towerds the attaining this perfection? And what have you 
gained by leaving an in po Church? It ſounds but 
indifferently to ſay, We leave the Church of England be- 
eauſe it is imperfect, and we communicate with 3 
wet N 
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ches às imperfect; we leave the Cburch of England be- 
cauſe we are engaged in a Deſigu of preſſing a farther 
Reformation, and for fear we ſhould contribute to the 
ſtrengthning the Opinion of ſome that it is perfect, and 
yet we conſtantly communicate with, Churches which 
we know to be imperfect; We forſake the Efabliſbed 
Church in oppoſition to thoſe who think it perfad, and 
we join with Churches of whoſe Fe, fection there is as lit- 
tle hope. But I pray, until this Reformation and Perfe- 
gion be accompliſhed, Is not Communion with this impers 
fel Church as laudable as Communion with one which is 
no better? And ſuppoſing two Churches equally imper- 
fect, doth not the Obligation to Communion, on many 
Accounts, lie mamifeſtly on the ſide of the Eſtabliſhed 
Church? Nay, doth it not manifeſtly lie on that ide, 
even ſuppoſing the ſeparate Church ſomewhat the perfecter 
of the two? Permit me to aſk you one Queſtion more, 
and that is this, If the Cauſe you are engaged in, the 
preſſing Reformations and Amendments, be a good Reaſon, 
for Separation, or lay an Obligation upon you to ſepa- 
rate, why do you not ſeparate from your own Churches, 
in order to bring them to perfection? Either your Chur- 
ches are perfect, or you make a ſtrange difference in your 
behaviour towards the Eftabliſhed Church, and towards 
them, If you ſay not that they are perfect, it muſt re- 
main ſtill unaccountable, that you bould make that a 
Reaſon for joining together in ſeparate Churches, which 
is 28 much a Reaſon for ſeparating from theſe ſ*parate 
2 as it is for your ſeparating from the Church of 
n e 6h 1 bn 
If you will ay, that the Churches you join with are 
perfect, or any thing more perfect than the Church of Eng- 
land, this I grant, to be conſiſtent with this Argument, 
but not with Truth: And I deſire you to ſhew us plain- 
ly, in what it is that this gre-ter Perfedion is mali ife ſt. 
Is it in the Goverument of your Churches? What is that? 
Preſbyterian, or 1 dependent? And in what doth it exceed 


he Epiſcopal Form? Is it more antzent, or more benet- 
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cial to the Plock of Chriſt? You cannot ſhew a Church 
before theſe late Times, in which Biſbops, as Superiour to 
Preſbyters, did not preſide; nor can you ſhew any ad- 
vantage to the Church in any other Government, which 
that of Biſbops is without. Is this pre-eminence in the 
Diſcipline of your Churches? Where is it to be ſeen, and 
how is it exerciſed? I cannot ſay that you are without 
it, becauſe I am not well enough acquainted with the 
preſent State of your Churches to be able to ſay it; but! 
cannot hear that you can boaſt of any regular, beneficial, 
and truly Chriſtian Diſcipline? Or, Is this greater Perfe« 
ion chiefly viſible in your public Worſhip, and your Ad- 
miniſtration of the public Offices of Religion? Is a 
Pated Litirgy, compoſed of Sentences, Leſſons, Pſalms, and 
Hymns taken out of the Scripture, and of pious and pro- 
fitable Prayers, an imperfe and low Diſpenſation, when 
compared with the performances amongſt Jou, which 
muſt wholly depend upon the Preparation, Abilities; 
Temper, and preſent Diſpoſition of the Perſons who are 
to Officiate? And, Is it more for the Honour of God, 
for the Decency of public Worſhip, for the Edification of 
the Criſtian Church, that a general Encouragement ſhould 
be given to this, than ſuch a Litzrgy be joined with? The 
beſt and moſt complete way of determining this, would 
be to procure a true Copy of all the public Prayers uſed 
in all the Congregations throughout the whole Land, on 
any one Lord's He by thoſe who have thrown off the 
Uſe of the Liturgy; and to compare theſe, with the Ser- 
vice in the Common-Prayer-Book Eſtabliſhed, This would 
clearly demonſtrate, which is moſt for the Honour of 
God, and the Decency of his Worſhip; which gives moſt 
occaſion to improprieties, and irregularities in his Ser- 
vice; which is, univerſally ſpeaking, moſt for the true 
and Chriſtian Edification of the People; the method you 
have choſen and encouraged, or the imperfect diſcarded 
Liturgy of the Church of England. But alaſs! this is im- 
practicable. However, Enough is known of the Worſhip 
in the Diſſenting Congregations to make me think, that 
your 
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your ſelves will not affirm the whole of it (as made up of 
all the ſeparate Performances throughout the Land, on any 
one Los Day} to be more free from Imperfections, and 


Indecencies, more ſuitable to the Nature of God, or 


more fit for the Inſtruction of his ¶ urch, than the Efta- 
bliſhed Liturgy. Nay, I hardly think, that you can pre- 
fer any one ſingle performance, in all reſpects, before it. 
But if you could, and if we ſhould ſuppote (for Argu- 
ment's ſake) that Mr. Baxter, and a few more, could, 
in their way, expreſs themſelves very happily, and en- 
tertain the People with a public Service much better than 
the Liturgy; yet this would not prove that your Churches 
are more perfect than ours in this reſpect. For it is not 
from what this, or that particular Man can do, by the 
help of Nature and Art, that we muſt draw our Judg- 
ment in this point. But if you would prove your Churches 
more perfect in their Worſhip, than the Church of England, 
you muſt prove that; generally ſpeaking, they are ſo; 
and that your method tends to make them ſo; or ra- 
ther, that, upon compariſon of the whole Service of eve- 
ry one of them in the Nation, with that of the Church 
Eſtabliſhed, it appears, that there are fewer, and more 
inconſiderable ImperfeFions in it, than in that ſetled by 
the Law. How ſecurely might we put the whole matter 


upon this Iſſue, without ſo much as deſiring that you 


ſhould be as ſevere, and hard, in the Conſtructions you 
put upon your own Performances, as you have been in 
thoſe you have put upon our Liturgy * But I will forbear 
ſay ing any more upon this Head, becauſe I think it need- 


leſs, there being nothing plainer, than that it is unac- | 
countable, and inconſiſtent, to ſeparate from an im perfect 


Church, in order to preſs a farther Reformation; and con- 


ſtantly to join with another Church as imperfe#, and 


which wants Reformation as much. 

3. I ſhall endeavour to ſhew, That to ſeparate from a 

Chyrch, in order to obtain a farther Reformation, is not in 

it ſelf a reaſonable, : or defenſible thing. This Argu- 

ment, as it ſeems tome, ſuppoſes that the _ __ 
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lerable, only that it hath ſome Defects, and ſtands in 
need of ſome Amendments. If it were intolerable, then 
that would be the Reaſon of your Separation, and not the 
proſpe& of Amendment and Reformation, This is the 
fame Church with which the Old Puritans thoũght con- 
Pant Communion to be lawful, and neceſſary. What theres 
fore this Argument, as diſtinct from all others, inter ds, 
is. not that you cannot communicate, with this Church, 
as the Old Puritans did, but, that finding no likelyhood 
of compatling a farther Reformation in it by communica- 
ting with it, you ſeparate from it as the moſt likely way 
to obtain this Reformation. Now ſuppoſing this to be 
the likelieſt Method of bringing this to effect, yet it 
ſeems to me to be a Method not allowed by Reaſon, or 
Chriſtianity. I will not be poſitive in the matter, but, 
according to the heſt of my underſtanding, and the pre- 


ſent view; I have of it, this is doing evil that good may 


Come. Suppoſing a Government to be tolerable, and to re- 
quire nothing but what may lawfully be complied with; 


tho it have ſomething in it which you could wiſ a- 


mended, yet would it not be Rebellion, and a ſinful Dif 
obedience, to riſe up againſt it, and fill the World with 
confuſion? Or, would it fanctify ſuch a Practice, to ſay, 
That this is done in order to make it more complete and 
perfect? So likewiſe, ſuppoſing a Church to be tolerable 

(as this Argument gives us leave) and nothing to be re- 


quired in order to Communion with it, but what may laws 


fully be complied with: tho' it be not ſo perfect as it 
might be, and as you wiſh it, yet, will it not be ſinful 
to ſeparate from it, and diſunite Chriſtians from one anos 
ther? Will the End propoſed ſanctify an evil which hath 
ſo very pernicious, and ſad conſequences? And will it bs 
ſufficient to ſay, We ſeparate in order to bring this Church 
to greater Pærfections? When the Queſtion is put, Why do 
you divide from a Church of * Chriſtians already ſetled? And 
why are you the occaſion of fo much. Variance and Strife in 
the Land? Will it be a proper Anſwer, Not becauſe we 
cannot join in Communion with it (for this we can do 
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as well as our Pious Progenitors) but becauſe we hope by 
this means to bring this Church to a better Eſtate, and a 
greater degree of Perfection? Is Separation then ſo inno- 
cent, and harmleſs a thing, that any good propoſed at a 
diſtance, ſhall juſtify it, and make it eligible? No Man 
hath inveigh'd more againſt it than you, and your Pre- 
deceſſors : No Man hath loaded it with more Aggrava- 
tions than Mr. Baxter : And yet indeed it muſt be a moſt 
trifling and inſignificant Matter, if ſuch Reaſons as this 
can change its Nature, and diſſolve the Obligations Men 
are under to avoid it. We are obliged not to ſeek the 
Glory of God in all ways: And it is unlawful to endea- 
vour or deſign the Amendment, or Advantage of a 
Church by all Methods : And therefore, to ſeparate from 
a Church. with which You can hold Communion in all 
Chriſtian Offices without ſinning, under pretence of 
bringing it to more perfection, is unlawful, If you 
could not join with the Church of England in the Offices 
of Religion without ſinning againſt your Conſciences, this 
turns — 9 1 070 from a Sin — a Virtue, by making it 
a neceſſary Duty: But ſince you can communicate with- 
out ſinning, and yet ſeparate, I ſee not what can make 
it neceſſary, or excuſable. 2 1,» 
But I find that you are often endeavouring to avoid 
this difficulty, by ſaying thus, If we ſhould communicate 
confltantly with the Church Eftabliſhed, we ſhould not indeed 
ſm in the aTion it ſelf, but in the Circumſtances or Conſe- 
queuces of it we ſhould. For this conſtant Communion would 
be a practical Conceſton that the Church is perfect, and 
would tend to confirm many Church-men in their Opi- 
nion that it was ſo. This I find you frequently men- 


tioning, and therefore give me leave to examine it tho» . 


roughly before I proceed. I have juſt now ſhewn that 
your Communion with the Church of England would imply 
in it nothing like this, and have alleged the example of 
great Numbers who conſtantly communicate with it, and 
are far from thinking it perfect, and theſe not only of 
one, but of all forts, * with a Church 

5 L cannot 
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cannot be a practical Declaration that it is ſo complete as 
to need no Amendments, but can only ſignify that we judge 
it to be ſo perfect, that we can very well communicate 
with it. When you conſtantly keep Company with any 
Perſons, would you have this ſignify that you imagine 
them to be abſolutely without fault? And can it ſignify 
any more, but that you judge them fit for your conſtant 
Converſation ? So likewiſe let it be in the Caſe before us, 
becauſe it can be no otherwiſe ; and becauſe, if it were 
otherwiſe, there would hardly be a conflant Communicant 
left in this Church; nor could there be one in an 
Church in the World. Is your con ſfant Communion wit 
your own Churches a pradical Declaration that they are 
perfe&? If not, why ſhould it be more ſo, when it 18 
exerciſed with the Church of England, than when with 
Your own ? But it will confirm ſome Charch-men in an opt- 
mon, that the Church is perfect. None, but ſuch as will 
think ſo, whether you communicate with it or not, and 
very few there are who do think fo, at leaſt, who will 
fay ſo. But ſuppoſing it would ſettle them in the belief 
that there is no need of Amendments, there would be this 
advantage in it, that as they would reſiſt Alterations 
which you think for the better, ſo they would likewiſe 
any for the worſe ; and you might be ſecure the Church 
would not prove worſe upon your Hands thro? their 
means : which, conſidering all things, is a very happy 
Security. But farther, Would this conſequence of your 
eonſtant Communion (ſuppoſing it certain, whereas. it is no- 
thing but imaginary) be a reaſonable and natural Inter- 
en of your Practice, or not? It is plain from what 
have ſaid, that your Practice cannot reaſonably be ſo. 
interpreted; nor is the practice of many conſtant Commu- 
aicants fo interpreted. If then theſe Church men will fo, 
interpret it, whoſe fault is it? and who is to anſwer for 
it? Are you accountable for all the ill conſequences of: 
your Actions? I hope not. Are you to anſwer, for all 
the unreaſonable Interpretations other Men ſhall put up- 
on them? You tell us, No certainly, when your occaſional, 
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Cimmunion is concerned. Then, you ſay, The anredſonable 
Interpretations ignorant or violent Men will put upon jour Fra: 
gice, ought not to move you in the leaſt, Why then wi 
you not be as favourable to conflant Communion, and, own; 


that the unreafonable Opinions, or Judgments of ot _ 


ought to be of no account in this Cauſe alſo? Or, I 

bccaſional Comminion a much greater Duty, à greater Hos 
nour to the Ch17/tzan Cauſe, and the W's ot Religion} 
more beneficial to the Nation, or more edifying to your 
ſelves, than conſtant Commumon would be? And I cait 
aſſure you, that your occaſional Communion hath contribit- 
ted as much toMen's thinking that you have a very good 
Opinion of the Church of England, as your conſtant Com- 
union would do, and is to ſome as much à practical De- 
claration that it is perfe?. Theſe then are the ill Conſe- 
quences of your Conformity; and theſe are, in Truth? on- 
ly imaginary, and fantaftick, light and inconſiderable, 
ſuch ds arife from the Unreaſonableneſs of others, Which 
you argue, ought not to influence you in another Caſe 


very like this. But the ill Confe uences of à Separation 
are not imaginary, but viſible. They haye been feen; 


and felt, and are daily feen and felt. They are not light 
and inconſiderable, but of the higheſt Importance, as be 
ing utterly inconſiſtent with the Unity and Peace of 
Chriſtians, and the Happinefs of Humane Society. Di- 
riſion and Subdiviſion without end, Confuſion and DIE. 
order, Indecency in the Worſhip of God, Irregularity 
Strife, and Emulation, Heat, and Paſſion, IM-will, and 
Malice, are the unavoidable Confequences of fych 4 Se- 
paration as you have given a general Encouragement to, 


And that they are unavoidable, you muſt know; if bu 


underftand either Humane Nature, or Conſtent Experi- 
ence. Who would not do any thing, bat cmmit Sin, 


to avoid any thing like theſe? I take it to be à certain” - 


of every Man, 


Rule, That of two Evil, it 3s the Duty 
t chooſe the leaſt; Thus in the Caſe b 
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ns in the Caſe before ifs, ſuppoſing 
Conformity to have theſe ill Confequences you have mènti- 
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Duty of a Chriſtian is certainly to chuſe that way of 
Action which hath the feweſt and moſt inconſiderable 
Inconveniences, and the lighteſt ill Conſequences to the 
Chriſtian Church. Since therefore, he muſt either con- 
municate with this Church, or ſeparate from it, let any 
Ferſons judge whether it be worſe to give Occaſion to 
Ame Perſons to think an imperfe& Church perfect, or to 
give Occaſion to Diſſenſion and Uncharitableneſs amongſt 
_ Chriſtians; to do what may poſſibly (but not certainly) 
induce ſome to think vo Amendments in this Church to be 
reaſonable, or to do what will certainly, and unavoid- 
ably, lead to the producing all the Hatred, Strife. and 
Violence imaginable, to do what injudicious Men only 
can fo miſinterpret, and make ſuch an uſe of; or to do 
what wal infallibly help to deftroy Chriſtian Charity in 
the World. What greater Obligation can a Chriſtian 
lie under, than that by which he is bound to avoid eve- 
ry thing that tends to ruine the Peace, and Quiet of So- 
ciety ? Is his Obligat ion to look after the Conſtitution of 
a Church, and to ſee that every thing in it be as exact - 
ly and nicely order'd, as he in his private Judgment 
wiſhes it to be; I ſay, is this Obligation ever to take 
place of the other? And would he that reads the Goſpel 
ſeriouſly, imagine it to be the Duty of a Chriſtian, or 
worth his while, to quit his Regards to Unity and Love, 
in order to rectify ſomewhat that ne thinks amiſs in a 
Church, in which He meets with all Things neceſſary to 


his Salvation, and nothing deſtructive of it, and in the 


Communion of which, He knows He can live and die a 
good Chriſtian? Can any Chriſtian that is ſenſible what 
a Streſs is laid upon Charity, and Peace, in that Law by 


which he is to be judg'd, induce himſelf to negle& the 


Promotion of theſe, even for one Day; and think it Re- 
compence enough to his Lord, that He hath ſome Hopes 
this way of add ing to the Perfection of one particular 
Church? What is more edifying to his Church than Chari- 


ty And what more conduceth to the Beauty and Splen- 
dor of it than the loving and peaceable Diſpeſitions of 
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his Diſciples? Without Peace and Love, all the Perfe&i- 
on in the World is not lovely in his Eyes, and with 
them, Imperfe&ion is by him accounted Perfection. They 
are the chief and principal Things that compoſe the 
Beauty and exact Symmetry of a Church; and in yam 
do we talk of making, a Church perfe#, whilſt we are 
doing what muſt inevitably: ruine that in which its 
greateſt Glory muſt conſiſt. Ifay not that all whb ſe- 
parate are uncharitable, but I ſay, that they give occaſi- 
on (and ſuch an Occaſion as never fails) to all the In- 
ſtances of Uncharitableneſs and Paſi»» amongſt Perſons of 
the differing Parties: And this; I ſay, all Chriſtians are 
bound intifhentably to avoid, and more ſtrongly obli- 
ged to avoid it, than they are to ſtudy the Perfection of 
the outward Forms of Church Government, and Worſhip, 
ſuppoſing them but tolerable. And this the Old Puyitans 
ſeem highly ſenſible of; and have left behind them no- 
thing that gives us any reaſon to think, that it was their 
Opinion, that either Length of Time, and waiting for 
Amendments, or any faint Hopes of bringing them to 
paſs by Separation, could diſſolve the Obligation Chri- 
ſtians are under to preſerve the Unity of the Spirit in the 
Bond of Peace. l | M0" ; 
Pardon me, if I ſeem a little troubleſome, or tedious - 
on this Head. I confeſs, my concern here tranſports me 
a little; and it grieves me to ſee a Church torn to pie- 
ces, its Members divided from one another, Diſcord tri- 
umphing upon the Ruines of Unity, and Uncharitable- 
neſs reigning without Controul; and all this brought 
about by Men of Seriouſneſs and Conſideration, Men 
that profeſs they deſire nothing more than the Edifica- 
tion, and Perfection of this very Church. Had you ask d 
the Enemies of this Church and Nation, thoſe whom it 
hath ſo gloriouſly and ſucceſsfully oppoſed; which way 
you ſhould take to ruine both Church and Nation, they 
would have thought of no other, but the encouraging 
ſuch a Separation : and they may well be pleaſed that 
you think Separation your Buty in order to a farther R.- 
L'y3 formation, 


| 007 in the Land: and let this have i 
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mation, becauſe this Thought will help more effectu- 

Ily to bring about their Wiſhes. You ae as far from 
firing that their Wiſhes'may be accompliſhed as any 
Perſons living, but you know ſcmetimes good Men have 
given an unhappy Occaſion to what hath produced Ef- 
fects quite contrary to their Deſigns; ſuch Effects as they 
Would afterwards haye given all the World to hinder, 
but could not. This hath been experienc d in this Nation, 
and Experience ſhould teach us all Wiſdom. © 
The Church of England is a Chyrch, with which you 
acknowledge conflant Communion to be neceſſary in places 


- 2 you have no Opportunities of ſeparate Congregations, 
F 


this you acknowledge conflaut Communion with it to 
be lawful. If it be your Duty therefore to communicate 
with the Church of England, where no other Church can 
be communicated with, certainly it muſt be your Duty 
to communicate with the Church of Exgland, where no 
other Church can be ſet up, or communicated with, with- 
put giving Occaſion to Diviſion, and Animoſities, and 


Malice, and Hatred amongſt Chriſtians. And as; on the 


one fide, you ſay, we cannot communicate with this Church 

without cafe ſome Men in the Opinion that it is 

Perfect; ſo, on the other ſide, let me argue, you cannot 

ſeparate from this Church without encauraging Diſcord, 

arid Paſioy amongſt Chriſtians, and — the Seeds of 
8 


he Church is not a Declaration that it is 1 
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help beſeeching God, that, if they have any Weight in 
them, they may likewiſe affect you, and forcibly move 
you to do ſomewhat towards the reviving Chriſtian Love 


and Unity in the Land. What you have alleg'd, beſides 


what I have here mentioned, concerning the Sinfulneſs, 
and ill Conſequences of conſtant Communion, notwithſtand- 
ing the Lawfulnefs and Neceſſity of occaſional Communion, 
I Fall very diſtinctly confider in its proper place. I 
proceed now in the Argument before us, and deſire you 
to conſider, TI. ; 

4. Whether the Method you have taken be a likely 
way to make the Church of England one Degree more per- 
fect than it is. Under the laſt Head I argued. upon the 
Suppoſition that it was a likely way. But I only ſuppoſed 
this, that you might be the more ſenſible of the Unrea» 
ſonablensſs of Separation upon the Pinciple I am now ex- 
amining. I cannot think that you your ſelves can judge 
the Methods you have taken, at all likely to induce, or 
force, the Church of England to a farther Reformation, and 
a greater degree of Perfedtion. And if they be not, it 
muſt be very unreaſonable to make uſe of them as Means 
to bring about this End. By Perfection, I know, you un- 
derſtand ſuch Amendments as you have thought reaſon- 
able: and not thinking your ſelves likely to obtain them 
by Conformity to the Church, you ſeparate, in order to ob- 
tain them. Let me now ask you, Is it a [#ely way to ob- 
tain any Amendments, or any ſuch Alterations as you de- 
lire, in the Eftabliſh'd Form of Church-Government, wholly 
to lay aſide Biſhops, and to diſcard the Inequality you 
know there ever was in the Chriſtian Church between 
them and Presbyters ? Is it a likely way to obtain thoſe Al- 
terations you have thought reaſonable in the Eftabliſh'd 
Liturgy, to lay aſide Liturgies wholly, and encourage ſuch 
a Liberty in public Worſhip, as muſt very often be the 
Occaſion of much Diſorder, and Imprudence in it? Is it 
a likely way to Union, to run into the fartheſt Extreme 
poſlible from thoſe with whom you deſire to unite ? Is 
it a likely way to compoſe the Heats you complain of, 
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and influence the Judgments and Affections of Men to 
the Proſecution of Love and Peace, and a mutual Agree- 


ment, to put your felves at ſuch a diſtance from them, 


to inſtruct and educate the People in differing Modes of 
Worſhip, to keep up their Prejudices 2geinfſt the Church, 
and to load the Canſe of Conformity with all the Aggrava- 


tions, and imagined ill Conſequences poſſible to be thought 


of? Do you ſo little underſtand Humane Nature, and 
the Strength of Paſſion, and Prejudice, as to think that 
Men love to be fore'd and heQor'd into Compliande and 
Condeſcenſion? Did you find your ſelves ſo willing to 
yield upon bad Uſage, and violent Contradiction? Doth 
not Oppoſition always beget Oppoſition, and Violence pro- 
duce Violence? And are Two Extremes often known to 
meet? To anger and incense Men, to move their Re- 


ſentment, and ſtir up their Paſſions, is really, in other 


Words, to raiſe a Miſt before their Eyes, and caſt a Cloud 
be fore their Underſtanding ; to hinder all the Efforts of 
their good Nature, and utterly to ſet them againſt all 
Terms of Reconciliation, and all Overtures of Peace. 


And in truth; you ſeem to me to have taken the Courſe 


e ffectually to indiſpoſe Men from hearing of any Propo- 
ſals for Accommodation, or from thinking of an Agree- 
ment to any Alterations you ſhall think fit, by the En- 
couragement you have given to Churches ſo wholly op- 
polite to the Efabliſb d Church ini every reſpect, and to 
the Paſſions, and moſt unreaſonable Prejudices of the 
People againſt it. You have ſeparated from it, as from 
a Church with which conſtant Communion is not tolerable 
you have drawn many Yeople from it, as you have hal 
Oppertunity; you have choſen to join, and unite with, 
the moſt irregular, and imperfect Churches, rather than 
with this, and to make your Intereſt one with theirs, ra- 
ther than to be thought to prefer this before them; you 


have written for many Years with ſuch a Concern and. 


Heat againſt it, that you could hardly write with more 
egainſt the Church of Rome it ſelf; you have blacken'd 
mnfterial Conformity to ĩt with ſuch a Number of Aggra- 
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vat ions, as muſt make it a Complication of Sins of the 
moſt horrid, and unpardonable nature; you have done 
what tends to aliepate the Minds and Hearts of the Na- 
tion from the Eftabliſh'd Church, and thoſe that miſter 
in it. And you cannct think this the likelieſt way to 
bring thoſe from whom' you differ to ſach a Temper of 
Accommodation, and ſuch a yielding Di h tion, as you Wiſh, 
and as there muſt be before this farthe Reformation can 
be accompuſted Granting therefore that ſome Amend 

ments ate highly reaſonable in themſelves, and that ſome 
Alterations which you (amongſt others) have contended 
for, would wake the Church more nge than it is; yet, 
before this be done, Mens Minds muſt be diſpoſed to it, 
and made eaſy and yielding. They, muſt be void of 


Paſſion and Prejudice, for fear they ſhould make fuck 


Alterations as are Hot reaſonable, or reſiſt and prevent 
ſuch as are. Nothing of Hatred, or the leaſt Degrees of 
private Reſentment and Anger, muſt have place, where 
ſuch a Deſign is on foot. And yet yoùr Method tends to 
Paſſion and Prejudice, and Reſentment; but can never 
have the leaſt part in making Men pliable and eaſy, in 
diſpoſing them to recede from any thing, to make the 
ſmalleſt Conceſſions, or give up a Point of the leaſt Im- 
portance. It is true, that, upon the Suppoſition that the 
Church may be made more perfect, nothing will hinder 
conſidering Men from promoting ſuch. Alterations as will 
do it. No Unreaſonableneſs, or unaccountable Beha- 
viour, no Aggravations, or Invectives, no Violence or 
Heat, inany who differ from them, ought to have ſuch 
an Effect upon their Minds, as torender them unwilling, 
or indiſpoſed to encourage ſuch a fart ber Reformation: 
becauſe their Failings belong to themſelves, and not to 
the Cauſe in hand, and can make that neither better, 
nor worſe. If it be reaſonable in it ſelf, it will be fo, 
whoever eſpouſe it, or by what Methods ſoever they at- 
tempt it: And the Ffection of a Church is a thing of 
that moment, that nothing ought to divert us from preſ- 
ling towards it. But then, on the other ſide, would — 
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- whoſeriouſly defire this Accommodation, and wiſh for ſuch 
Conceſſions, take ſuch Methods to procure them, as, in 
the ordinary and conſtant courſe of things, muſt reſiſt 
and hinder them? Would yeu anger and incenſe thoſe 
whom you would have yield and comply? Would you 
provoke and irritate Men whom you would diſpoſe to 
agree with you? Would you, in any Affair in the World, 
be ever inveighing againſt the Cauſe or Behaviour of 
Perſons, with whom you defire to ſettle a laſting Con- 
cord, and fromwhom you hope for ſome favourable Con- 
ceſſions? I believe not; yet here you act after that man- 
ner. For there is hardly any thing that hath the leaſt 
Tendency to obtain this deſired Union, and in order to 
It, tb ſoften the Hardneſſes, to cool the Heats, to engage 
the Affections of any on whom this Concord muſt de- 
end; there is hardly any thing of this nature that you 
aye thought fit to do. But there is hardly any thing 
that tends to keep us at a diſtance from one another, 
- and hinder this Agreement, that tends to inflame the 
Paſſions of thofe you differ from, to make them jealous 
and fearful of a cloſer Union with you, to render them 
ſuſpicious of your Tempers and Defigns, and diſengage 
their Affections from you, but that vi thought it 
worth your while to practiſe it, in the way of your Se- 
paration, and in the Methods you have taken to begin, 
and confirm it. As if it had been your Bufineſs to do 
what you knew would be moſt grievous in their Eyes, 
and your Reſolution to vex them as much as poſhble, 
ſince they would not agree with you; and as if the in- 
terchanging of ſuch good Offices were likely to prove the 
readieſt way to ſettle a good Correſpondence between 
vou, or to bring you one Step nearer to one another. In 
dne Word, let who will believe, that can, that your Se- 
5 and the Methods which have been taken to up- 
hold it, can have any Tendency towards the procurin 
theſe Alterations which would make the Church perfe 
enough for you. Common Senſe contradicts this; and 
the more I conſider it, the more I am confirmed, _ 
N t 0 
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tho? it were never ſo lawful to uſe ſuch Means for the Ac- 
compliſhment of ſuch an End, yet this End capnot be ac- 
compliſhed by ſuch Means. If either Reaſon or Experi- 
ence be to be regarded, it is certain, that from hence have 
produced the greateſt Unwillingneſſes, and ſtrongeſt 
Averſions to ſuch an Agreement. And if fo, the Conſide- 
ration of obtaining theſe Alterations onght not, in the na- 
ture of it, to have induced you to begin your Practice; 
and cannot in reaſon induce you to continue it. 

| Beſides, were you certain that the Method you have 
taken is both a lapful and likely way to the procuring 
thofe Abatemeuts, and Amendments which would content 
you, and ſuppoſing that the affecting them ſhould bring 
in many of you, who are Min;fters, yet God only knows, 
as the Caxſe hath. been unhappily managed, whether this 
would ſo mightily contribute to the univerſal Union of 
this Churcþ and Feople, as one would wiſh, or as ſome 
expect. For it is notorious, that theſe Abatements and 
Alterations are not the Matters which the Generality of 
your People concern themſelves about; or which, in their 
Opinion, make up any conſiderable part of the Cauſe. 
No, I doubt, theſe would move them but little, and 
bring them but a very little way towards the Church. 
For the moſt unfortunate thing of all is, hat you have 
ſetled them in a way of Worſhip whollg different from 
what ours is, and uu be. You have diſnſed them to 
Liturgies, and effectually taught them to efteem a fated «F 
Form of Prayer, as a w_ inſipped, heavy Diſpenſation, 
unable to raife their Affections to a due Pitch, unquali- 
fied to raiſe any Tranſports of Devotion, or to kindle 
any fort of religious Paſhon in their Breaſts ; not to be 
compared with the meaneſt extemporary Efuſion, fo it be 
but utter'd with Vehemence and Zeal ; and therefore not 
fit for their Entertainment in the Worſhip of God. You 
have laid aſide Ep;ſcopacy, as an inconvenient; or uſeleſs, 
or, at leaſt, as a very indifferent Form of Church Govern- 
ment, and your People can hardly, by this means, bear 
{ne Thoughts of a Church in Which ſo much as-the Name 
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of Biſhops is found. Theſe, and the like Unhappineſſes, 
have neceſſarily followed from your manner of Beha- 
viour, and therefore, if Ion ſhould come in your ſelves to a 
Church in which Epiſcopacy and a flated Liturgy are re- 
| tained, (as you will do, I hope, if ever you come into 
this ) let them be never ſo well regulated, and never ſo 
excellently framed; your People perhaps will rather chuſe 
the way you havealready engaged them in, and ſooner 
forſake you, than thoſe Fancies in which you have eſta- 
bliſned them. And if this ſhould prove ſo, what great 
Progreſs ſhall you have made towards the Perfection of a 
Church by this Method, when tho' it ſhould gain'your 
Point, and help to effect theſe deſired Alterations, yet it 
hath, before this be accompliſhed, laid the Foundation 
of perpetual Diviſion in the Land; hath prejudiced the 
_ People againſt the Eſtabliſi d Way, tho' you join with it; 
hath taught them to reliſh, and to value beyond meaſure 
a way diſtinct from it, and oppoſite to it; and to be Proof 
againſt all Arguments taken from the univerſal Good, 
and Peace of the Church and the common Intereſt of 
Proteſtants, Indeed I would gladly hope (as I have before 
Tard). that you have the Intereſt and Authority with 
your People, and that your Example and Perſuaſion, 
will have that Influence over them, that, if ever that 
happy Time ſhould come when you ſhould think fit to 
ſubmit to the effabl;h'd Terms, and conform to the Church. . 
of England, your People will be induced to follow you, 
and conform alſo. Some, I doubt not, will » But this Se- 
paration and your Behaviour in it, will have no part in 
perſuading them to it. And for the Generality of the 
P:ople, my Fears are, that it hath ſtabliſh'd, and har- 
dend them in another Courſe, and fo inured them to it, 
that nothing at laſt may be able to remove their Prequ- 
dices, to convince their Judgments, or draw their Affe- 
ctions to Conformity. We know not the utmoſt Force of 
Prejudices once entertained, encouraged, and ſtrength- 
ened by many Years Practice: But we know the Farce of 
them to be great, and almoſt unconquerable; and this 
* | | ought 
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ought to make us always afraid, leſſ for the fake of a- 
voiding a little preſent Inconvenience, or the obtaming 
a little preſent Good, we ſhould prevent a much greater 
Good in Times to come, and run into a much greater In- 
convenience. It ſhould make us afraid of doing any 
thing, towards the cheriſhing, and ſtrengthening ſuch un- 
reaſonable Errors, and wrong Notions in a Multitude of 
People, as may, one time or other, ſtand in the way to 
bs and be the greateſt Bar to that Happineſs which 

e our ſelves deſire, and the very thing that hinders it, 
when we moſt wiſh, and moſt hope to effect it. This 
then is one great Inconvenience in your way of proceed- 
ing, that it obſtructs and fruſtrates your own profeſſed 
Deſign, by engaging a Multitude of People in ſuch a 
Method, as they will with great Piſficulty, if at all, be 
removed from; and ſo, preventing, Union and Confor mi- 
ty, by the way in which you propoſe to obtain ſuch Alte- 
rations, and Amendments, as you deſire, towards your on 
Union and Conformity. Be it therefore ſo, that the Method 
you have taken will carry forward: this farther Reforma- 
tion, yet it will not carry forward, or very much pro- 
mote, one main thing propoſed by this farther Reforma- 
tion, a more univerſal Concord and Unity. And therefore, 
it is a myſterious and unaccountable thing, that you 
ſhould not rather have choſen ſome other Method of pro- 
ſecuting your Deſign: and whatever other you had cho- 
ſen, Idare affirm, it could not have produced worſe Ef- 
feds, or have had more ill Conſequences, than that you 
ave pitch'd, upon, or have been more..diſagreeable to 
the main End propoſed. And this laſt I prove thus. Mu- 
tual Conceſſions, and a, yielding. Spirit, are neceſſary. to. 
theſe. propoſed Alterations ; ee and 
Unity of the People are the greateſt Perfection of a 
Church, and a main End intended in theſe FL Aron 
Now the Method you have taken is not at all Ieh ta, 
produce ſuch Conceſſions, or to incline Men to YG 
moſt indifferent Points; but rather. to: make them calous. 
rr 
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and is ſo far from being ever likely to unite the ph 
to the Church, that it 18 rather to be feared, it hath laid 
the Scheme of perpetual Diviſion, and a continued Sepa- 
ration, even ſuppoſing ſuch Alterations in the Church as 
would content you. Therefore your Separation, and the 
Method you have taken to maintain it on foot, is as un- 
likely as poſſible, to effect this farther Reformation, or ever 
to bring about the Union and Agreement of the Chriſti- 
an People in this Land. This Hlogiſm is the Summ of 
what I have propoſed to you under this Head, and I 
entreat you to conſider, if it have not ſome Force in it, 
and do not deferve a few of your ſerious Thoughts, 
And now, to conclude this Head, give me leave to in- 
vert your. Argument, and to argue thus with you upon 
your own Principle. If the Conſideration of obtaining 
theſe Amendments have been of that mighty Force with 
you, as to move you to venture upon a thing of fuch 
Conſequence, as a "imp Separation, and a diſtin& de 
of public Worſhip from that effabliſh'd; of how muc 

greater Force bught this Conſideration to have been, in 
the moving you to à quiet and peaceable Conformity, as 
far as your Conſciences could give leave? My Reaſon 
is, becqufe this would have been much the more likely 
way of accompliſhing the End you had in view. If the 
Proſpect of this, therefore, moved you to Sepdyation , 

which will never effect it; let the Profpe& of this carry 

you to Conformity, which (as it hath not fomany ill Con- 

fequences, ſo it) hath a greater Likelihood of effecting 
it. As far, therefore, as this Argument can prevail, I 

think verily it muft 60 on the fide of Conformity * 


For I may appeal to the Reaſon and Experience of Man- 
kind, and to the known Movements of Humane Nature; 
Hit be not more likely, by Patience, and Tendernefs, 
by Conformity to Men in all lawfal Things, by Cour- 
teſy and Amity, by keeping up a Friendilyp; and good 
Correfpondence, by Calmneſs and Pemper, by Mode- 
ration and Candour, to bring them to a yielding Difpo- 
fition and a compliant Humour, to incline their- — 
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ons and their Goog-Will towards us, and ſo to diſpoſe 
them to be ready ta make Abatemante, and Alterations; 
than by W from them as Perſons unworthy of our 
conſtant Communion, by aggravating and loading their 
Cauſe with all the Evil we can invent, by putting the 
worſt Conſtruction upon all their Actions, by drawing 
the People from them, and encouraging their Prejudices 
againſt them, by ſetting up other Form: of Church-Go- 
verument and Worſhip, at the wideſt diſtance from them. 
Let me ask any Perſon, whether of theſe Iwo is the 
moſt probable Method of attaining this End? It ſeems, 
to be a plain Caſe, that the former is the moſt probable 
Method., and therefore, that the Conſideration of the 
gaining theſe very Alterations you ſo much deſire, ſnould 
rather have engaged you, to Conformity and Union, than 
to Separat ian, and your Behaviour in it. But it is time 


to leave this, and proceed. I deſire you therefore to 


conſider, 


5. That if the Argument which I am now examining, 
be a good Argument for a Separation, then there will al 


ways be a Neceſſity for one, and always a Reaſon ſuffi- 


cient to uphold; and excuſe it; which, I think, is by no 
means to be allowed, You, and your People, ſeparate! 
in order to preſs, and obtain, a farther Reformation in Ec- 
Ae Matters, as neceſſary in order to the more general 
reaching of the great Ends of Religion; and in Oppoſition to 
thoſe mbo reckon the Church ſo perfect as to need na  Amend- 
ment. Now I may ſafely We 

any Men. elſe inthe World, can contrive ſuch a Church, 
or lay the Scheme of ſuch a Conſtitution, that a fartbey 
Reformation ſhall not be neceſſary; in order to. the more ge- 
neral reaching of the great Ends of Religion. Had ſuch A. 


mendments and Alterations as, we are often told, would : 


have contented/you, and brought you in, been accept 
of, in the. EftabliſÞ;d,Chuch, you cannot-fay that it woul 
have wanted nothing in order to the more: general reachin 

ho great Ends of Religion. And yet Ion would have — 
ermed, and hayepleaded. the: Cauſe oF Conformity. if 


bo, 


rm, that neither you, nor ˖ 
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hen, you ſhould, upon ſuch Ameridments, have thought 
it your Duty to have conformed to the Efſfabliſb ment, not- 
withſtanding the want of a farther Reformation in order, 
c it cannot certainly be judged by you a good Argu- 
ment for a Separatior, that a farther Reformation is neceſſa- 
ty in order to, &c. If you could, upon ſuch Alterations, have 
complied, tho* other Alterations in the Conſtitution would 
have been neceſſary for the End mentioned; then it is cer- 
tainly lawful for you to comply, though the Alterations 
which you moſt wiſh, be not made; and therefore, it 
cannot be your Duty to ſeparate becauſe theſe Alterations 
are not yet obtained. For this Argument goes no far- 
ther, than the want of ſuch Alterations as are neceſſary to 
the more general reaching the great Ends of Religion; and 
ſlippoſing the Alterations you have deſit ed, to be ſuch, it 
cannot be accounted by you neceſſary to ſeparate, becauſe 
theſe are not made; ſince. you would have conformed, 
if theſe had been accepted, and yet others of the ſame 
ſort would certainly have been then wanting. Whatever 
depends ſo much upon the Prudence, and Contrivance, 
ofimperfe&,.fallible, ſhort-ſighted Creatures, as the Con- 
ſtitut ion of a National Church doth, muſt, without doubt, 
have ſome Marks of their Imperfection upon it, and can- 
not be deviſed ſo 22 and complete, that nothing can 
he added to it, which may be truly ſaid to be neceſſary 
to the more general reaching the great Endi of Religion. It 
can hardly be ſuppoſed; that ſuch a Perfection can be at- 
tained in any Church on Earth, that it may be with Trutil 
affirmed; that nothing neceſſary to that End is wanting. 
Much leſs gan it be ſuppoſed, that ſuch a Perfection can 
be attained in any Eſtabliſp ment, that many Perſons ſhall 
not imagine many neceſſary Things to be wanting in it, 
and many Things in it very much out of order, and ve- 
much amiſs. If this Plea, therefore, be admitted as 

ficient to juſtify a Separation, a wide Door is opened 
to numberleſs, and endleſs Separations : for as long as 
Impe/ fettion belongs to the Nature of Man, fo long will 
it) belong to any Conſtitutions that depend upon _ pru- 

ä ence, 


E* *% Fe 8 
2 | +44 


The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 16 


dence, and Wiſdom of Man. This ſhould indeed be no 
Objection againſt the making nearer and nearer Ap- 
proaches to Perfection, againſt making any ſuch Altera» 
tions, at any time, as are apparently for the encreaſing the 
Beauty of a Church, and tend to the more general reaching 
the great Ends of Religion: becauſe it is certainly the Duty 
ofevery Chriſtian, who hath it in his Power, to preſs 
towards thoſe Ends, and to do all lawful Things towards 
the compaſſing af them, and to conſult the Honour of 
God, and the Chriſtian Church. But then, ſuppoſing theſe 
Alterations not made, but reſiſted, and rejected, this will 
not juſtify a S-paration, unleſs you will lay it down as a 
good Principle, That Separation is neceſſary whenever a 
Church is 1mperfe&, the! will not admit of ſuch Amend- 
ments as we think neceſſary. This I cannot thank you 
will ſay, tho' this A/ gument in Defenſe of your Behavi- 
our towards the Church of England, ſay it for you; be- 
cauſe according to this, I ſee not how you can poſſibly 
communicate with any Church in the World, or what 
Reaſon you can. give, why you do not ſeparate from 
your own Churches. They are imper fed, they fand inneed 
of Amendments, and Alterations, there is a farther Refor- 
mation of them neceſſary, in order to the more genes al reaching 
the great Ends of Religion, and this, I doubt not, 1s the 
Opinion of many of your ſelves. What Reaſon then is 
there to be given, why you ſhould ſeparate from the Efta- 
bliſh'd Church becauſe of the want of this farther Reformas 
tion, and join with theſe Churches which want it as much? 
But this I had occaſion to urge under my ſecond. Anſwer 
to this Argument. And then, to ſeparate in Oppoſition-to 
ſuch as think the Church ſo perfect as to ſtand in need of no - 
Amendments, is yet more unreaſonable; and; I ſhould 
think, ſomewhat too wild to be mentioned by Perfons 
of Thought and. Seriouſneſs, without a Mark of their 
Diſlike upon it. It is as if we ſhonld ſeparate, and think 
our ſelves under an Obligation fo to do, becauſe there 
are Men of little Judgment, and ſtrong Paſſions, in the 
Church of England ; * therè are weak Men, and 
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Men guilty of Errors, that hold Communion with it. 
Such vou think theſe Perſons to be, and in Oppoſition 
to their Error, run from their Church, as if you were 
accountable for the Errors of other Men, and to anſwer 
to Gcd for their Weakneſſes : Yet at the ſame time you 
do the very thing you avoid, and communicate with 
Churches in which there are many who think them ſo per- 


fe i as to need no Amendments; and, by this means, con- 
firm them in this Opinion, as much as you could theſe 


Churchmen by your Conformity; and hinder the farther 
Reformation, and Perfection of thoſe Churches, as much 
as ycu could that of the Chnrch of England, by your con- 
ant Communion with it. | 8 
For my part, it is my Opinion, that there never was, 
is, or will be, a National Conſtitut ion ſo perfect, but that 
ſomething may be added to it, and ſomething neceſſary 
to a more general reaching the great Ends of Religion. But 
yet, on the one hand, I ſhall never think any Objection 
ſtrong enough againſt ſuch Additions, or Alterations, as 
may contribute to the farther Perfedion of it; and, on 
the other Hand, I ſhall never think Separation fo trifling, 
and inconſiderable a thing, as that the want of ſuch 
Alterations, as, in my private Judgment, I think 4mend- 
ments, can make it neceſſary, or juſtify it. J have ſeen, 
and heard too much of the Nature and evil Conſequen- 


ces of it, to give ſuch an Encouragement to it as is in- 


cludedin this Argument. And tho' I differ, as well as 
you, from thoſe who think the National Eftabliſhment ſo 
perfed as to need no Amendments (if there be any ſuch) yet 
I thould think it but an odd way of ſhewing my Judg- 
ment to be contrary to theirs, to depart from their 
Church; and very unreaſonable to oppoſe them, by do- 
ing Miſchief to the Church and Nation; and hardly 
worth my while to contradict and reſiſt them, at the Ex- 
penſe of Peace and Unity : and ſhould judge it a great 
deal more defenſible to confirm them in an Error by 
communicating with them, than to confirm the World of 
Chriſtiaus in mutual Jealouſics, and Animoſities, by ſe- 


parat ing 
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parating from them; tho? the former J have ſhewn to be 


only an imaginary, an1 ſuppoſed evil Conſequence, and the 
latter, T doubt, is too certain, and unavoidable an Evil. 
With what Churches, therefore, will you communi- 
cate, whilſt you are engaged in this Deſign of preſing a far- 
ther Reformation? With imperfe Churches, or perfect? 
If with imperfe#, why not with the Church of England, 
which, on many weighty Accounts, deſerves to be con- 
ſidered by you in the firſt place? If only with perfect 
ones, or thoſe in which there is not an Averſion to a far- 
ther Reformation, where will you find them? In what 
happy Place, in what Climate, free from Prejudice and 
Pailion, are they ſeen? I only wiſh you would conſider 
your own Practice, and ſee whether you can well recon- 
cile it to this Principle we are now upon; and look into 
the Nature and Tendency of this Principle, and ſee if you 
can eaſily reconcile it to Reaſon, and Chriſtianity. This 
is all I have to ſay to it at preſent ; and permit me to 
ſhut it up with a Recapitulation of what I think I have 
proved,” | | 
Since, therefore, Thave ſhewn, that Ton, and your Peo- 


ple, may continue in the Communion of the Church of 


England without thinking it ſo perfect as to need no Amend- 
ments, and without forſaking the Cauſe, in which, you 
ſay, you are engaged; it appears, that there is no Ne- 


ce ſity from hence, that you ſhould ſeparate from it. Since, 


as I have obſerved, you have not attained to F fedion, 
or a greater Degree of it, in the ſeparate Churches you 
have erected, but communicate with imperfe# Churobes 
that ftand.in need of a farther Reformation, as well as 


the Church of England, and with Churches in which there 


are many who think them ſo perfect as to need no Amend- 
ments; it appears from hence that you think your ſelves 
under no Neceſſity of ſeparating from a Church, either in 
order to preſs a farther Reformation, or in Oppoſition to ſuch 
a& think it per fett; and therefore, that you are under no 
Neceſity on theſe Accounts, of ſeparating from the Church 
of England, but may communicate with it as ſafely as with 

—_— — 


* CY — | 3 ; 
4 farther Reformation would have heen wanting; 


164 The Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. : 
your own Churches. Since I have ſhewn, that to ſeparate 
from this Church in order to obtain a farther Reforma- 
tion, or in oppoſition to ſuch as think it perfed, is not rea- 
ſonable, or defenſible ; that it is to do Evil that Good may 
come, and of Two Evils to chuſe the greateſt; and to leave 
a Church becauſe there are ſome in it of weak Under- 
ſtandings, as you think; hence it is plain, that you ought 
not to ſeparate on theſe Accounts. Since I have proved, 
that the Method you have taken is not a likely way to 
make the Church of England one Degree more perfed than 
it is already, but a very likely way to prevent, and hin- 
der thoſe very Alterations you ſo much deſire; it is ma- 
nifeſt, that you ought not in Prudence to have begun it, 
or to continue to purſue it; and that the End propoſed 
can lay no Obligation upon you, to uſe ſach Means as 
are ſo far from leading to it, that they contradict, and 
oppoſe it. Laſtly, ſince I have ſhewn, that if this A. 
gument in Defenſe of your Separation from the -Church of 
England, be a good one, the Conſequence will be, - that 
there will be always a Necellity for Separation, becauſe 
we can have no Hopes of a Church ſo completely -perfe, 


that afarther Reformation ſhall not be nece ſſary to the more 


"general reaching the great Ends of Religion; and ſince I 
have obſerved, that your own Amendments would not 
make the Church ſo perfect; that if ſome few Alterations 
had been made, you would have conformed, and have 
thought your ſelves obliged fo to do, and yet, that ſtill 
it ap- 
£ pears from hence, that the want of this farther Reform 
tion is not a ſufficient | Ground for a Separation; and that, 
in your own Accounts, you may be obliged to commu- 
nicate with 4 Church which is not ſo perfect as to need wo 
Amendments. It I have advanced, under theſe Heads, any 


thing of Rea ſou, and Truth, let it have its due Weight 


with you: and, if you be convinced your ſelves, ſuffer 
not you People to think that the Cauſe you are engaged 
in, will juſtify Separation either in you, or them. I mean, 
x there be any of your People who ſeparate from the 


Church, 
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Church, and follow you upon this Principle. It is time 
now to proceed to the Fourth Argument, in Vindication 
of your Feople, which is this, 
t is the Duty of the Diſſenting Miniſters to continue in 
the Exerciſe of their Miniſtry, tho filenc'd by the Magiſtrates, 
Therefore, the People are therein oblig d to ſupport, and 
encourage them. * 
But, if T have before ſhewn, that it is nat the Duty of 
the Diſſenting Mini ſters to continue in the eri of their 
Miniſtry; then it will follow, that the People are not 
_ therein obliged to ſupport and encourage them, Whether I 
have or no, I muſt leave to others: But the Duty of 
the People ſeeming to depend upon the Duty of the Mini- 
fers, in this Argument, what I have advanced againſt 
the Neceſſity of their public Miniftrations, will equally 
deſtroy the Obligation of the People to ſupport and encou- 
rage them therein, Suppoling therefore that this Concluſion 
is juſtly drawn, yet if the Propoſition, on which it de- 
pends, be not true, it muſt certainly fall with it. And 
ſo I might fairly leave this Argument, with an Appeal to 
what hath been already diſcourſed. 


7 4 Py * 


But I cannot diſmiſs it without obſerving to you, that 
it appears to me to be full of Fallacy. For, if the People 
be not, on other Accounts, obliged to attend upon your 
Miniſtrations, you cannot ſay, that they are obliged to it 
merely to ſupport and encourage you; nor would they ever 
do it for that Reaſon only. And if they be not obliged 
to 1t merely to ſupport and encourage you, then this Argu- 
ment Ranis nothing to their Juſtification. Nay, you 
know that they do, and always did, attend upon you 
on other Accounts, and you know that they are worthy of 
Blame, if it were otherwiſe. Again, Jour public Mini- 
ftrations are not abſolute, but bear a Relation to the Peo- 
ple; and therefore, your Obligation to them cannot be 
abſolute. And ſo, you cannot prove any Neceſſity upon 
your ſelves to minifter, but upon Suppoſition of the Ne- 
ceſſities of the People, and their Readmeſs to wait upon 
you : Conſequently, if a ſo happened, that the > 
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ple had thought their Neceſſities fully ſupplied in other 
ways, and had not been ready to attend upon Fou'on 
other Accounts it could not have been their Duty to have 
attended upon you merely on this Account, to ſupport you 
in your Duty; becauſe, upon this Suppoſition, it conld not 
have been your Duty to miniſter publicly, even tho ve 
ſhould grant it to. be your Duty to be ready to mini ſter 
if the People would attend upon you. And you might 
have been ready to miniſter publicly, upon this Suppoſition, 
without actually doing it; and that is all your Ordina- 
tion Vow could oblige you to, no Man being obliged to 
Impoſhbilities, or Abſurdities. Suppoſing therefore, that 
it is your Duty to be ready to miniſter publicly, if the 
People will attend upon you (which is the utmoſt that 
can be ſaid) yet, if they attend not upon you, they hin- 
der not you from doing what you are obliged to do; 
your Readineſs to miniſter, in this Caſe, being your 
whole Duty. 28865 | 
Beſides, you your ſelves will grant (at leaſt, you of- 
ten argue ſo in your own Cauſe) that if they think their 
Neceſſities can be better ſupplied by others than by yon, 
they ought to follow thoſe others. This your People are 
taught to think. From hence, therefore, it follows, that 
they are not obliged to attend upon yon, in order to 
ſupport and encourage you in your Duty, I entreat you to 
think of this, and, if you will deal fairly in this Cauſe, 
you are obliged plainly to deny the one, or the other. 
For, if it be the Peoples Duty to ſupport, and encourage 
you, then it is not their Duty, nay, it is not allowable 
for them, to go where their Neceſſities can beft be ſup- 
plied. But, if it be their Duty, or allowable for them, 
to leave you, in order to have their Neceſſities better 
ſupplied, then it is not their Duty to ſupport and encon- 
rage you by their Attendance upon you ; becauſe theſe 
are inconſiſtent one with another. Either therefore re- 
linquiſh this Argument, or give up that popular Plea of 
Edification; and the natural, and unalienable Right of 
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every Man to chuſe his own Paſtor ; or ſhew us how to 
reconcile them. 8 TW | 

Father, you cannot be ſo little concerned for the Na- 
tion you belong to, as not to think it would be a very 
conſiderable Happineſs to it, did all the People ſeriouſly 
attend upon the public Worſhip in the Eftabliſhed Church , 
were they all perſuaded that the Neceſſities of their Souls 
could very well be ſupplied in it, and all reſolved to 
unite,. and purſue their Duty in one way. You cannot 
fay, that this would endanger their Salvation, or hinder 
their own private Edification, if they be not wanting to 
themſelves : You cannot ſay, that this would not be a 
mighty Advantage to the Chriſtian Religion, and the Pro- 
teftant Cauſe in particular: or, that it would not very 
much conduce to the univerſal Edification of the Church 
of God in Love and Unity. Nor will you, I preſume, 
put your own Support and Enconragement into the Ballance 
againſt ſo great and public a Good. Far be it from me 
to think,” that you would not be willing to purchaſe ſuch 
an Advantage to the Chriſtian Church, ſuch an Honour to 
your Lord and Saviour, ſuch a Foundation of Happineſs . 
to your Native Country, at the deareſt Price; that you 
would not be ready to facrifice all your own private 
Fortunes to it, and to buy it at the Expenſe of your own 
Reputation, and all the Support and Enconragement you 
could hope for in the World. This I cannot but think 
you would be willing to do, (even though it were to be 
done by the Peoples Conformity to the Church of England) 
becauſe it is certainly the Duty of every Chriſtian ; what 
every good Man ought to do; and what is but agreeable 
to that Senſe Lou have frequently expreſs' d, of the miſe- 
rable Conſequences of religious Diviſions, and the unſpeak- 
able Advantages of Concord and Unity. And if this be ſo, 
it appears, that your private Support and Encouragement, 
ought not to-hinder the People from purſuing a. greater 
Good, the univerſal Advantoke of the Proteſtant Church, 
and Engliſh Nation, by Conformity to the Church of Enge 
land; and therefore, that this Argument cannot prove it 

M 4 to 


168 The Reafonablenefs of Conformity. 
to be their Duty, to adhere to You in the ſeparate Exer- 
ciſe of Your Miniſtry. I leave this to your Conſidera- 
tion, and proceed to Fb ut 6 
The Fifth Argument, in Defenſe of Your People, which 
is taken from their Right to chuſe their own Paſtor, as 
follows, |_| | CAR: rig 
The People muſt often part with this Right, if they ſub- 
mit to the legal Proviſion for them; r af e 
Therefore, they cannot live in Conformity to the Church 
of England. This I find, a little afterwards, thus expreſ- 
ſed ina manner ſomewhat differing from this 
Without ſubmitting, in many Pariſhes, to unqualified Guides, 
there is no room left by the Law for Miniſterial Inftru@ion, 
and Paſtoral Help, NT * | 
Iherefore, it is the Duty of the People, to provide for 
themſelves in a ſeparate way. | 
Upon this Head I find You copious, and pathetical : 
and I do not wonder at it, conſidering how popular a 
Plea it is; and how much it muſt ingratiate You with 
the People, to plead their Cauſe, and defend their Rights 
and Privileges againſt Invaders and Oppreſſors. I ſhall, 
in anſwer to what you have advanced upon this Sub- 
ject, endeavour to ſhew,- that there is nothing included 
in this Right, or in all You have ſaid concerning it, 
ſufficient to juſtify a Separation; which, I think, is the 
Point now before us. And this I hope to do, with ſo 
much Plainneſs, that the People themſelves, who are moſt 
concerned, may be able to judge in this Queſfion. I de- 
fireYon, therefore, to conſider, W 
1. That this Right to chuſe their own Paffor doth not, 
according to your ſelves, ſo belong to the Feople, that 
they may not very lawfully recede from jt, upon ſome 
Conſiderations nay, that they ought rot in Duty to 
| dd it. Pariſh Order, we are told in the 
Abridgment, Name of your  Reople, bath its Advantages, 
p 54% and is tobe preferr'd when more weighty Rea- 
ions do not offer. Give me leave, then, from 
this to infer that there may be Reaſons ſufficient to move 
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the People to recede from this Right, ſo vehemently con- 
tended for, and to acquieſce in the way eftabliſhed. - And, 
as this is granted to be their Duty, on ſome occaſions, 
ſo we find at practiſed by many of thoſe who make up 
your own Congregations, who often, for the ſake of Peace, 
and Love, and Order, think it their Duty to acquieſce in 
the Perſon choſen by the major part of the Congregation 
and yet this Majority hath no more right to impoſe a 
Paſtor upon the other part of the Congregation, or upon 
any one ſingle Perſon in it, than the Magiſtrate, or the 
Biſhop, or any Patron hath. This then we ſee accounted 
by them a ſufficient inducement to relinquiſh this Right, 
that by ſo doing, they ſhall contribute to the increafe of 
Love, and Quiet; and conſult the Peace, and Order of 
that Congregation they belong to, tho' they be not ſo hap- 
py as to enjoy the public Labours of the Perſon by 
whom they could edify moſt, and whom they would 
chuſe before all others. From whence Ithink it will fol- 


low, that if they would act with reſpect to the Church of 


England, agreeably to their own Maxim, and their own 
Practice in their ſeparate Congregations, they ought, in 
Conſcience, readily to recede from this Right (though it 
be never ſo truly their Right) and Conform. | For if any 
* in the World be weigbty enough to engage them 
to do this, certainly thoſe taken ſrom Peace, and Order 
are ſo: and this their Behaviour ſnews us to be their 
on opinion. And certainly, if the Peace, and Order 
of one particular Congregation be of force enough to move 
them to this ; much more ought they to be moved to it 
by the Peace, and Order of a whole National-Church, and 
by the confideration of Univerſal Concord, and Unity. 
Were their Salvation likely to be endangered by their 
Conformity; or, could they not conform without giving 
themſelves up entirely to the guidance of one who would 
miſlead them, and hazard their eternal Happineſs, I 
would not argue thus; but own, that they had a Right 
to conſult their own eternal Intereſt in a ſeparate May. 
But I have before obſerved, that the Salvation 72 any 
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ſexzous Perſon is not endanger'd by Conformity, and you 
your ſelves will not ſay that it is: and that they may 
conform without ſubmitting themſelves to their Pariſh-Mi- 
_ miſter, after the manner You ſpeak ol, I ſhall ſhew by 
and by. What Inow ſay is this; That they ought-to re · 
cede from this Right, upon weighty Confiderations:;'tBat 


public Feace and Order are conſiderations weighty e- 


nough to induce them to do it; that it is plain from their 
Practice, that they often think ſo themſelves; that, there- 
fore, ſince they may do it without endangering their 
Salvation, they ought to conform, though, by this means, 
they recede often from this Night. e 

2. I muſt obſerve to You, that in Prriſbes, and places 
where the Nople chuſe their own Miniſters, there are the 
greateſt Diviſions, and Quarrels, the greateſt Feuds, 
and Paſſions remarkable; as Unqualifed Mini ſters, as in 
other places; and, perhaps it may be ſaid alſo, the grea- 
teſt number of Diſſenters from the Eftabliſh'd Church. No- 
thing hath been the Cauſe of greater Variance and Strife, 
and ill-will amongſt Nezghbours, than this Choice, and 
the time of Election is commonly the time of Heat, and 
Anger; and it ends often in a bad Choice; and in the alie- 
nation of the Minds of many Men from their Brethren, 
and from their Miniſter, worthy, or not worthy, 1 
would not have you think, that J argue barely from ſuch 
ill conſequences as theſe, to ſhew that any Right is to be 
given up; for Jam ſenſible, at this rate, We might ar- 
gue our ſelves out of all Rights, and this would be of the 
worſt conſequence imaginable. But I argue thus; Theſe 
conſequences of a general Enjoyment, and exerciſe of 
this Right, are worſe than any, which will follow upon a 
general acquieſcing in the Way now ſetled, taking this 
into the Account, that there is ſuch a Proviſion for the 
Souls of Men ii the Church of England, that they are not 
in the leaſt Danger, or, under the leaſt Neceſſity of ſeek- 


ing any farther Aſſiſtances in a ſeparate Way; which, 1 


hope, I have alreafly proved, and ſhall ſay ſomewhat 
more to, preſently. And from hence it appears, 1 
+ I; | : 18 
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this Right is not of ſuch mighty Advantage to the Chri- 


tian Church, or to the People's Souls, or, of ſuch Neceſſi- 


, conſidering the Legal Proviſion for them, that You 
ould be ſo concerned to maintain the People in the actual 
exerciſe of it, and they he ſo often, and vehemently al- 
larmed with the fear of loſing it. And then, If in theſe 
Pariſhes, where the Miniſter is choſen by the Votes of the 
People, there be no ſmaller a number of Diſſenters than in 
others (if ſo ſmall) this doth not look as if the People diſ- 
ſented becauſe they cannot, in the Eftabliſhd Way, Vote 
for their Minifter, but upon ſome other Account; and 
that if they were eniverſally reſtored to this Privilege, 
this would. put no ſtop to their Separation, And, if 
Pariſh-Order be at all to be regarded, as You ſay it is, 
this Right of Voting for their Miniſter is all that your Peo- 
ple can poſſibly claim. ForlT obſerve, | 5 

f (3 4 LY 


3. That the Conſtitution can never be ſo ordered, or fo 
happily contrived, that every particular Chriſtian ſhall 
be under the Miniſtry of the Perſon whom He would chuſe 
before all others. Your own People can acquieſce when 
they ſee fit (tho' every one cannot be pleaſed in the choice 
of a Paſtor) upon the Motives of Peace, and Unity, If 
this, therefore, cannot be, and yet the . People are pre- 
ſently to aſſert their Title to this Right, and not to ſuf- 
fer Paſtor to be impoſed upon them by any Perſons in 
the World but themſelves, in what muſt this end? There 
muſt be Divifſons, and Schiſms numberleſs, and the bleſſed 
conſequences of them; and the Church and Nation muſt 
be torn to Pieces. If the People be not obliged to aſſert / 


this Right when the Peace and Unity of your own Congre- 
gationt are concerned, but only in oppoſition to the Church 


of England, why do not You ſpeak out, and ſay ſo? II 


there may be confiderations ſufficient'to induce: them to 


relinquiſn it, why is not this inculcated upon the People? 


If there be not conſiderations, on the fide of the Legal 


Eſtabliſhment, ſuſficient to do this, hy is not this prove 
If there be, why is it not fairly, and honeſtly — a 
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If it be only in the Caſe of Unqualified Miniſters, that this | 


Right is to be aſſerted, why is it not ſaid in the plaineſt 
Words? Why is not a full Account given, who are truly 
Unqualified * And why. is not one very material Paint 


proved, That a ſeparate way muſt neceſſarily be fet up 


on this Account, that is, that there are not in the Efta- 
blifh'd Chureb, within the reach of the People, any Mini- 
Bers qualified to guide and inſtruct their Conſciences? Have 
You never obſerved how realy the generality of the 
P-ople are to prefer the worſt Preachers before the beſt, 
and how univerſally they leave the moſt qualified Guides, 
as well as the moſt Unqualified ? And did it not pity You 
to obferveit, aud move You to think that ſuch a gene- 
ral, and looſe Encouragement as this, ought not to be 
given to that ſpreading Humour ? No ſtop can ever be 
put to Separation, if it may be lawfully built upon ſuch 
Foundations as this; and therefore, this Principle is not 
what Good Chriſtians ſnould uſe in Defenſe of their Pra- 
Etice. But that your People may not be wholly at a loſs 
to know how the exerciſe of this Right hath been reſtrain- 
ed upon fome Occaſions, and that they may be ſenſible 
How very few of themſelves this Argument will defend, I 


obſerve, . | | ' | | 
4. That Mr. Baxter had ſuch a Senſe of 


Abridgment, the Advantages of Parochial Communion, that 


FP? 573: He adviſed his People of Kederminſter to at- 
tend upon their Pariſh-Minifter, and not to 


ab ſent themſelyes from his Miniſtrations, unleſs in tbree 


Caſes. When the Miniſfer was one that was utterly in ſufici- 
ent; which He is careful to explain in the following 
Words, as not being able to teach them the Articles of the 


Faith, and Eſſentials of True Religion: Or, when the Mini- 
fer preached any Hereſy, or Doctrine which was contrary to 
any Article of the Faith, or neceſſary part of Godlaneſs : Or, 


when in the Application He ſet himſelf againſt the Ends of 
his Office, to make a Holy Life ſeem odious, and to keep Men 


From it, and to promote the Intereſt of Satan. Nay, fo ſoli- 
eitous is He in this matter, that He adds farther, Tet not 


to 
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to take every bitter Reflexion upon themſelves or others, occa- 
ſoned by difference of Opinion or Intereſt, to be a ſufficient 
Canſe to ſay, That the Miniſter preach d againſt Godlineſs, 
or to withdraw themſelves. So then, when the Fariſh Mini- 
fter is not utterly inſufficient ; or doth not preach any thing 
contrary to the Faith, and Practice of Chriſtianity; or doth 
not ſet himſelf to oppoſe ſerious Godlineſs; the People, 
| if they will follow Mr. ys $9 ought to attend 

upon Him, and ought not to aſſert their” Right to chuſe 
their own Paſtour. Now which of your People will be 
judged by this Rule? And where is that ſingle Perſon 
amongſt them all, that hath acted upon theſe Principles, 
and left his Pariſh-Mimfter, and choſen another for his 
Paſtour,, only on theſe Accounts? Hardly to be found, I 
dare ſay, throughout the Land: For it is too manifeſt, 
that they run, without Diſtinction, from all as well as 
me; nay, that multitudes of them have never ſo much 
as endeavoured to hear their Efabliſbed Minifter,, or to 
fatisfy themſelves whether He be qualißed, or not. And 
fo it appears, that the Practice of your People is ſuch as 
cannot be defended by this Argument; and therefore, that 
this Argument ſignifies nothing to their Vindication. Eſpe- 
cially, conſidering that it is their Separation, their pro- 
viding for themſelves in a way diſtinct. from the Eflablifh- 
ed Way, you are now defending. For I ask, Suppoſing 
that they may upon theſe Accounts, or any other, leave 
their Pariſh-Miniſfter, yet where is the Neceſlity of leaving 
the Church of England? How doth this Argument prove 
that they ought to betake themſelves to Separate Congre- 
gations, with new Modes of Worſhip, and new Forms of 
Government? Is there no Mini ſter of the Eſtabliſhed Church 
near them, to whom they can reſort, ſufficient, and qua- 
lified enough to inſtruc, and guide them? And, Is it 
not as eaſy, and as lawful, for them to go to ſuch an 
one, as to one of the Separate Way? Or, Muſt we take 
your Word for it, without the leaft ſhadow of a Reaſon 
for your ſaying ſo, That without ſubmitting in many Pariſhes 
to unqualified Guides, there is no room left by the Law for 
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miniſterial Inſtrufion, and paſtoral Help? Which one thing 


if you will prove, I promiſe to become your Convert, 


ut you cannot, and you know you cannot, and there- 
fore you ought not to have ſaid it. And if there be no 
Neceſity for Separation on this Account, granting it true, 
That ſundry of the Pay iſb-Miniſters axe in ſuſiciont; then the 
Practice of your People ſtill remains without a Vindicati- 


vn. And that Jeu, and They, may be ſtill more ſenſible, 


that there is nd ſuch Neceſity on this Account, I ſhall 


obſerve, : 222 
5. That ſuppoſing. an anqualified Minſter ſetled in a 
Pariſh, His Pariſhoners are not preſently in ſo deſperate a 


condition as you repreſent them to be in. They are not 


obliged to give up themſelves blindly to his Direction, 
and to receive whatever He Preaches, or Teaches, with 
an implicit Faith. This is a Popiſo, and not a Proteſtant 
Doctrine, nor ever yet taught, or admitted in the Church 
of England. His People (as I have had often an occaſion 
to obſerve) are ſecure of a Liturgy adapted to all the pur- 
poſes of public Worſhip, and of many Portions of God's 
Word delivered to them in it, by means of which, they 
may attend upon God to his Glory, and their on Edi- 
fication. So that, in this Church, The great buſineſs of 
Religious Aſſemblies is render d much more uſeful to the 
People, and much more agreeable to the Nature, and De- 
ſign of them, than it can poſſibly be in that Form of pub- 
lic Worſhip which you have encouraged in the Land. 
And you your ſelves cannot pretend a Tefeck in this con- 
ſtant appointed Service, of any thing neceſſary to Salva- 
tion; or any thing in it deſtructive of it. And this is 
their certain Entertainment, however inſufficient their Mi- 
viſter be; which is a great, and unſpeakable Happineſs 
to a Land, how lightly ſoever you teach your People to 
think of it. The main Point between us relates to their 
conitant attendance upon the public Worſhip in the Efta- 
bli'd Way : And we ſee, They may conſtantly attend 
upon it without endangering their Salvation, if they be 
truly ſerious themſelves: And if they may, why ſhould 

they 
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mey not? For private Helps and Aſſiſtances, none are 
forbidden to them, as I know of. They are not confined 
to the Writings, or Advice, or Directions, of any parti- 
cular Man, but are at liberty to apply themſelves to 
whom they ſee fit. But, if they will not be content with 
this, but will leave the public Miniftrations of their own 
Pariſh-Minifter becauſe they think Him unqualified, {till 
here is no Neceflity for a Separation. It is one thing to 
leave the ry of one, particular Man, and another 
thing to leave the Church in which He miniſters, and 
to ſet up other Churches in oppoſition to it. It is to be 
hoped, that there may be Minifters of the Eftabliſhed 
Church, within ſome convenient Diſtance from them, 
qualified to preach to them. And Mr. Ca- 
lamy tells us, That if they go to another Fu- Abridgment, 
riſh, the inconvenienc is not great; not ſo P. 347: 
great, I am ſure, by many Degrees, as | 
what muſt follow upon their ſetting up ſeparate Churches. 
Whence then ariſes any Neceſſity of a ſeparate Miniſtry, 
and ſeparate Churches, and diſtinct Modes of public 
Worſhip, if it be ſo, that the People may attend conſtant- 
ly upon the Service in the Eſtabliſbed Church, and yet nei- 
ther hazard their Salvation, nor ſubmit to unqualiffed 
Guides ? And confequently, how little doth this contri- 
bute to their Juſtification ? I have already ſpoken ſome- 
thing on this Argument, taken from unqualifed Minifters, 
when I conſidered it with relation to your own Practice: 
And fo, ſhall add no more here, but argue a little with 
you upon, what T have now laid down. | * | 
If, then, this Right, we are ſpeaking of, be a Right 
with which your People not only may, but ought in Du- 
Pl to part, upon ' weighty Conſiderations, (as I have 
ewn from their own Practice, and your own Conceſli- 
ons) why ought they not to part with it, as well in the 
Eſtabliſbd Way, as in a Separate Way ? Or, what Motives 
are there to induce them to it, in their Nonconformty, 
which are not more ſtrong on the ſide of Conformity ? If, 
where the Feople enjoy this Right, there are often more 


incon- 
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inconveniences ſeen, than can be ſhewn where they do 
not, and more miſchiefs than can follow upon the not 
enjoying it (conſidering how ſufficient to all the purpoſes 
of public Worſhip the Legal Proviſion for, them is) then it 
is not worth contending for, nor ought it to be aſſerted 
at theexpenſe of greater Matters. And ifin theſe places 
there be as many Diſſenters as in others, (if not more), it 
is plain, that the alteration of this would not contribute 
to the uniting us, and that this is not the reaſon of their 
Non- conformity. Both which I have ſhewn to be true. 
Again, If no Conſtitution can be ſo contrived, that every 
Perſon in a Pariſh ſhall live under the Miniſtry of the 
Paſtor whom He himſelf would chuſe above all others, 
as I have obſerved ; then this Principle ought not to b 
inſiſted on, becauſe it tends to the utter aboliſhing of all 
Parochial Communion, and to eternal, and infinite Divif- 
ons. If Mr. Baxter's Advice to his People be founded on 
good Reaſon, and contain in it the only true Grounds 
for leaving the Miniſtratious of their Eftabliſhed Miniſter ; 
then, the People ought not to aſſert this Right of chuſing 
their own Paſtors, but upon theſe occaſions which He 
mentions ; and if ſo, your Argument taken from this 
Right, will not excuſe any of your Feople who univerſal 
ly forſake all, as well as ſome of their Pariſb-Miniſters, 
without ever regarding, or thinking upon their Quali- 
fications. Once more, If there be no Neceſity that the Peo« 
ple ſhould betake themſelves to a ſeparate Way, even ſup- 
poſing their own Pariſh Miniſter inſufficient, and unquali- 
fed; and if they may have the beſt Aſſiſtance of all 
ſorts without leaving the Church of England, or going to 
the ſeparate Miniſtry, as I have ſhewn; then it follows, 
that this Argument can do nothing towards the 2 
tion of their Practice, and ought not to be alleged in their 
Vindication. os 5 PSS 
From what hath been ſaid on this Head, it is alſo very 
eaſy to ſatisfy the Queſtions you have propoſed upon it, 
which I am the more willing to take notice of, becauſe 
we are told, That the inſuſicient anſwers uſually — 1 
| uch 
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ſach Queries confirmed many of the Laity in their inclination 
to Non-conforwmity. A few Obſervations will cftectua!ly 
do this, which I recommend to you, and-which you will 
not deny to be true. The Firſt is, That there is ſufficient 
Proviſion for the People in the Eftabliſhed Church. The 
Second is, That the People ought to part with this Right, 
upon ſome Conſiderations: or in other Words, That 
they have no Right to chuſe whom they pleaſe for their 
Fuſtor, when their Neceſſities are provided for, in an 
Eſtabliſbd Way, and the Conſequences of their aſſerting 
that Right will be much worſe, than the Conſequences of 
their acquieſcing in the Effabliſbment. The Third is, 
That they may have the ſame Opinion about. their or1- 
ginal Right to chuſe their own Paſtors, and yet molt 
heart ily conform to the Church of England. The Fourth 
1s, That the @ueftion between us is not, Who have this 
Right ? And how came they by it? But the Dueſtion is, 
In ſuch a Conſtitution as ours, in which this Right is ge- 
nerally ſetled in the Hands of a Patron, without regard 
to the People, and in which there is ſufficient Proviſion 
made for them, what ought the People to do? Whether, 
to acquieſce in the Eſtabliſhed Way, which I. have ſhewn 
they may do, without endangering their on Salvation, 
and to the univerſal encreaſe of Peace and Love, and Or- 
der; or, to ſeparate from the Eſtabliſhed Way, to aſſert a 
Right, not to be aſſerted in this Method, without the 
Deſtruction of Chriſtian Charity, and the Subverſion of 
public Peace and Order? And now, Let me ask you. 
the following .. hy Do you think that in a Chri- 
tian, and Proteſtant Country, where the Bible lies open to 
all, and where there are as excellent, and uſeful Books 
for the Etification of the People, as can be; or in this 
Church, in which there is ſuch a public Service appointed, 
and ſo many able Teachers, to whom the People may upon 
all occaſions reſort z Do you think, I ſay, that in ſuch a 
Country, and ſuch a Church, the Salvation of the People 
is hazarded by their attendance upon the public Worſhip, 
becauſe their own Pariſh-Minifter is not qualified (as they. 
| N think) 
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think) to inftru& them? Or, that their Souls are ag 
much in danger from Him, as the Health.of their Bodies 
from a bad Phyſician, whom they are entirely to truſt, 


or from their Diet, or the like? Do you thank, that 
they cannot find out qualified Guides in all the whole 
Eſtabliſhment £ Do you think tha“, ſuppoſing there were 
an Eftabliſhment, in which there were provided and ſetled, 
able Phyſicians, good Tutors, proper Trades, wholſome 
Diet, fufficient Cloathing for your Children, fuch as you 
your felves ſnould judge to be ſo; and ſuppoſing the 
Conſequences of ſeparatiug from this Effalliſhment, in or- 
der to take care of themſelves, were as pernicious as the 
Conſequences of ſeparating from the Eſtabliſhed urch; 
No you think, that it would not be their Duty to recede 
from their Right to chuſe for themſelves, and to reſt ſa- 
tisfied, and happy in the public Proviſion? Again, Do 
vou think that you ſhould not blame your Children, if, 
When you required them to attend, with you, upon the 
public Service of God, in a Church, in which they could 
not pretend there was any thing deſtructive of their Sal- 
vation, they ſhould beg your Excuſe, and claim a Right 
to look after themſelves; and one follow one Paftor, and 
another another, and fill your Family with ſuch quar- 
rels, and ſuch hatreds, as Separation introduces into the 
_ Chriſtian Church? Would this be amiable in your Eyes? 
And would you judge them to be then in the way of 
their Duty? I am ſure, you would not know how to 
bear withit. Now I deſire you to turn to the Pueftions 
propoſed in the Name of your People upon this Head, 
and take a review of them, and apply what T have here 
faid to them; and then judge, if they have that mighty 
weight in them they are here ſuppoſed to have. 

In fine, This is the Anſwer-I give to your Argument 
from the People's Right to chuſe their own Paſtors, as I 
have drawn it up in Form. They may, and ought to 
part with it (be it never ſo much their Right) ſince they 
may do it without any hazard to their own Salvation, 
for the ſake of Peace, and Order; and therefore need not 


ſeparate 
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ſeparate on this Account. They may conform without 
ſubmitting to unqualifi:d Guides; nay, They may conform, 
and enjoy all the Aſſiſtances neceſſary to their Salvation, 
and all the beſt means of Edification; and therefore need 
not ſeparate on this Account. And becauſe they need not, 
therefore they ought not: and conſequently this Argument 
cannot defend their P/ a ice. I come now to 
The Sixth Argument in Vindication of your Feople, 
which is taken from the want of Diſcipline in the Church, 
thus, | n | 
There is a defect in the Diſcipline of the Eftabliſhed 
Church, notwithſtanding all the calls for greater ſtriFneſs, 
and care, ever ſince the Reformation from Popery ;, and no 
ground of hope, that ever any ſuch thing as a regular Diſci- 
plane will willingly, and out of choice be brought inn 
Now it is the People's Duty publicly to bear their Teſti- 
mony againſt this fatal Neglect, 9 er 
Therefore, It is their Duty to ſeparate from this 
Church, | | 
What conſequence there is in this, I cannot apprehend. 
Becauſe the Church ought to be, as it were, the Porch of 
Heaven, 1s therefore a Separation neceſſary, which cannot 
poſſibly contribute to the making it ſo? And which is 
not allowable, ſuppoſing it could eſfectually make it ſo ? 
Becaufe there are Prophane Perſons, who. profeſs them- 
ſelves of the Eftabliſhed Church, (as Men of no Religion 
moſt commonly will ) is it therefore neceſſary to depart 
from it, though You can live in the Communion of it 
without hazarding your own Salvation, or being defiled 
by their Wickedneſs ; and tho' in the Churches You ſet 
up in oppoſition to it, there will certainly be, as You 
your ſelves know, Men of as bad Principles, and as bad 
Deſigns, carrying forward their own private Ends under 
the cloak of Separation, and the colour of greater Purity 
than they will allow their Neighbours ? Would - You 
have a National Conflitution, or not? Or, would your 
own Amendments make it ſo perfe@ in its Diſcipline, that 
there ſhould be none ſeen in it but pious and devout Henk 
N 2 ons, 
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ſons, and ſuch as have renounced a fleſhly, and ſenſual; t 


_ worldly and profane Life; fo perfect, that none that deſerve 
Cenſure ſhould be skreen'd, and none that deſerve Encou- 
ragement {ſhould be cenſured? Can You undertake for 
this? And can You undertake that your People ſhould 
think ſo? For if theyſhould not be ſo perſuaded, they 
lie under the ſame Neceflity of Separation ſtill. If your 
own Amendments would not do this (as I dare ſay they 
will not) then You do ill, to produce that as a conſide- 
rable Plea for your Feople, which You would not think 
ſufficient to keep your ſelves from conforming to the Church 
of England, and thus to perpetuate the Cauſe of Diviſion 
among us,. Again, Becauſe the People are obliged to dif- 
approve this defed in the Chnrch, and to bear Teſtimony 
againſt this fatal Neglect of ſome in it, which they — 
do if they join with the Common Prayer- Book; are they 
therefore obliged to ſeparate from this Church, when 
this Separat ion is no greater a Demonſtration of their diſ- 
like (truly ſpeaking) than what they might give, and 
ſtill remain Conformiſis; when this Separation cannot be 
without ſad, and unchriſtian Conſequences, and can- 
not promote this Reformation? This want of - Diſcipline, 
You tell us, was what the .Old Puritans groan'd under ; and 
et they were againſt a Separation as long as there was any bope 
f Amendment. I am not perfectly read in their Writings, 
but muſt deſire to know of You, whether they have left 
any thing behind them, from which Yon can fairly 
collect it to have been their Opinion, that, though a Se- 
parat ion was unlawful in their Days, yet, it would be 
lawful, and neceſſary in your Days, if an Amendment were 
not made; and where this is to be met with: becauſe, if 
they have, they are either very much miſrepreſented, or 
notoriouſſy inconſiſtent with themſelves ; and if they 
have not, they are wholly forſaken by You, who pre- 
tend to tread in their Steps, and yet oppoſe ſome of their 
main Principles. I think I could produce ſome Propoſi- 
tions out of them, laid down without any Reſtrictions, 
wholly irreconcileable with what You here ſeem to lay 
; | to 
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to their charge; and IJ have too good an opinion of the 
beſt of them, to think that they could in ſo material a 
Point contradict themſelves. - Once more, where is this 

Regular Diſcipline to be found, for the ſake ' of which, 
Peace, and Unity have been diſregarded ? Where is this 
Power allowed by the People to the Paſtors, which here, 
in the People's Name, You claim to the Paſtors © Give 
us ſome diſtin& Account of this matter, that, if You 
haveit, we may not tax You unjuſtly with the want of 
what You have : for we are, as yet, in the dark, not 
knowing whether any ſort of you enjoy this regular Diſ- 
cipline, and be free from the mixture of profane, and 
wicked Men; or which ſort of You is thus happy, and 
which not, But then, if this Happineſs be not to be 
found amongſt You ; only anſwer us, what mighty ad- 
vantage have you obtained by ſeparating from the Church, 
on this Account? And why ſhould You not as well 
Join with the Eftabliſhed Church, as with your own 
Churches? I am almoſt aſhamed to ſay anymore upon 
ſo weak an Argument, and ſhall only refer you (if any 
thing farther be needful) to what I have more ks, 
diſcourſed upon the Third Argument, with which this 
may be joined, for it muſt ſtand, or fall with it. In 
Anſwer to that, T have ſhewn, That your People may be 
of the Church of England, and ſtill think the Diſcipline of 
it defective, and ſtill continue to preſs for a Reformation 


of it; That you live in conflant Communion with as im- 


* 


perfect Churches as that Eſtabliſbed; That to ſeparate in 
order to a farther Reformation, is not reaſonable, or al- 
lowable; That your Separation, and the Methods taken 
in it, are not likely Methods of bringing about the 
leaſt of your deſired Alterations ;, and that, if Separation, 
on ſuch Accounts, be neceſſary, or lawful, there muſt be a 
perpetual ground for Separation in the Chriſtian Church. 
And I hope you will find ſomewhat ſatisfactory on theſe 
Heads, and what is ſufficient to ſhew the little force of 
this Argument. OI at ae 
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= 3 Seventh Argument in Defenſe of your People, ſtands 

n 

| Many of the Laity are afraid of ſinning in Baptizing their 

ö Children with God - Fat bers, and God- Mot bers, and with the 

| | ſign of the Croſs , and in kneeling at the Communion ; and 
you might have added joining with Forms of Prayer and 
ſeveral other Scruples, which generally go together. 

Nou they cannot conform without ſubmitting to theſe 
Impoſitions, _ n QF 

Therefore, they are obliged. to ſeparate, in order to 

enjoy theſe Ordinances, &c. .. 

» This you do not advance in the name of thoſe you call 
the Moderate Non conformi fls, or Occaſional Communticants. 
For you acknowledge the Lawjnlneſs of theſe things in 
themſelves, and have adviſed your People, on ſome occa- 
ſions, to ſubmit to them. Therefore I am the leſs con- 
cerned about this Argument, becauſe it relates not to 
thoſe Perſons for whoſe Conformity I am now chiefly plead- 
ing. But Ido net Deſign wholly to negled it. 

For the lamfulneſ of the things themſelves, I recom- 
mend the People to you; and do claim it of you, as 2 
piece of common Juſtice to the Efablihed Church, that 
you be always ready, and free to declare your Minds, 
and to aſſure your People, that it is your Opinion that 
theſe things may lawfully be complied with. If you 
had upon all occaſions been diſpoſed to do this, many 
violent Prejudices, and Heats might have been pre- 
vented. _ | Ay ; 
But, if there be Perſons who will be perſuaded by no 
Arguments, that a compliance with theſe Terms is in it 
ſelf lawful, I confeſs, it is my opinion, That, whilſt 
they are thus perſuaded, it 1s as much their Duty to ſepa- 
rate from us, as it is o/ Duty to ſeparate from the Church 
of Rome. For, They, as much as Ve, are obliged, not 
to do what they judge to be unlawful; and They, as 
much as Ve, are obliged to aſſemble themſelves together 
for the Worſhip of God, and the Enjoyment of his Ordi- 
nances. And, as long as I am perſuaded that nothing 
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can excuſe them from performing all the Offices of Chri- 
ſtian Aſſemblies, ſo long I muſt think ſo. But then, I 
muſt leave this upon their Minds, that they are to be ac- 
countable to God for the Errors of their Judgments, as 
well as for the Vices of their Practice; eſpecially for 
ſuch Errors as carry along with them ſad and pernicious 
Conſequences, and tend to diſturb Society, and deſtroy 
Chriſtian Charity ; and that, therefore, they. will moſt 
certainly be puniſhed, as Perſons guilty of a needleſs Se- 
paration, if it be found at laſt, that Prejudice, or Paſſion, 
or Hatred, or any worldly. Deſign hath blinded their 
Eyes, and hinder'd them from ſeeing the Truth, or at- 
tending to it, or embracing it. And I muſt intreat them 
to conſider, That they ought not to ſacrifice the com- 
mon Peace to their own private Humours, or Fancies 
that nothing can excuſe them, but a Conſcience that 
they have been moſt willing and ready to liſten to all 
Arguments that can be offered, and to yield to them, if 
they appear convincing; and therefore, that, as they 
love the Honour of their Maſter, and the Peace of the 
Society they belong to; as they hope to anſwer for them- 
ſelves at the great Day of Accounts, and to be acquitted 
before God and the World; they are moſt ſtrongly ob- 
liged to ſeek for Conviction, to wiſh for Satisfaction, 
not to acquieſce in the Principles they have been educated 
in, or have once embraced, as if they were unqueſtion- 
able; but to free their Minds from all Prejudice, and 
Paſſion, and candidly to receive whatever is advanced 
to prove a Compliance with theſe Terms to be lawful. 
The Effects, and Conſequences of Separation are diſmal, 
and horrible; the Effects of Unity and Conformity, Bleſſed 
and Glorious: And therefore it is that I ſay, they ought 
not to acquieſce in their former Judgments, tho never 
ſo ſetled, and eſtabliſned; but to be diſpoſed to alter 
them, when Reaſons are offered againſt them. They are 
bound to incline to Unity, rather than Diviſion ; to Confor- 
mity, rather than Separation z and therefore, are bound. 
never to be averſe to Coxvictian, nor to be afraid of 
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- what may induce them to alter their Minds. I cannot 
be of their Opinion, who think that when once a Judg- 
ment is formed and ſetled, the Man ſhould not trouble 


himſelf to attend to any thing that can be advanced 


againſt it. I ſee not, at this rate, how Truth can, ever 
prevail againſt Error: and, as to material Errors, ſuch 
as have an influence upon the Honour of Chriſtianity, and 
the Peace of Chriſtians, nothing can be more for the en- 
creaſing and ſtrengthening theſe, than this Principle, and 
nothing, therefore, of worſe Conſequence to the Cauſe 
of Truth, or Chriſtianity, Nor can I ſee but that a Man 


may then moſt properly be ſaid to be in the way of His 


Duty, when He is perfectly ready, and diſpoſed, to at- 
tend to whatever can be offered him that reſpects any 
material Point of Practice. 5 1 

I ſhall add two things more upon this Head. One is 
this, That thoſe People who ſcruple the Terms of Commu- 


on here mentioned, do ſcruple alſo, generally ſpeaking, 
many other things in Conformity, not mentioned; and 
you cannot name any of them who would conform, were 


theſe Terms altered, unleſs at the ſame time both Epi ſcopa- 
cy, and Liturgies were threwn off too. And God forbid 
that their Conformity ſhould be purchaſed ar ſo dear a 
rate! And the Other 1s this, That you acknowledge 
theſe things to be lawful in themſelves ; and conſequent- 
1y, acknowledge that the Separation of thoſe, who ſepa- 
rate only becauſe theſe things are unlawful in themſelves, 
is founded upon a Miſtake, and a falſe judgment. And 
upon this Account you muſt alſo acknowledge that the 
Eſtabliſhed Church is rather unhappy than blameable ; be- 


cauſe it requires nothing of the People, but what they 


may lawfully ſubmit to ; and becauſe you. cannot your 
ſelves contrive any Conſtitution, but that there will be 
ſome weak Perſons offended at ſomething in it; ſuch as 
will judge it unlamful, on ſome Account, or other, to 


conform to it, and will ever be forming and encreaſing 


Parties againſt it, and ſetting up other Churches in op- 
poſition to it. But thoſe certainly you muſt acknow- 


ledge 
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ledge to be rather blameable than unhappy, who divide up- 
on a Miſtake; and yet are not willing to hear one Word 
offered to convince them of it; who ſeparate only be- 
cauſe they judge things to be unlawful, which are not 
ſo; and yet are utterly averſe to any Argument advanced 
to prove them not to be ſo, and cannot ſo much as bear 
the Man that endeavours to ſhew them the Truth. And 
I appeal to you, if this Temper be not commonly ſeen 
joined with theſe falfe Judgments, and if it do not re- 
main true to this Day what Mr. Baxte# obſerves ok ſome 
in the Times of Confuſion, who thought that whatever need 
Amendment required their Obſtinate Separation (tho' there be 
others, who have ſince joined with them in this part of 
their Practice) and that they were allowed to make odious any 
thing they thought was amiſs : Andbercauſe it was faulty, if 
any Man had rebuked them for belying it, and make it far 
more faulty than it was, inſtead of confeſing their Sin, they 
called their Reprover, a Pleader for Antichrift, or Baal. 
And every Errour in the Mode of the common Worſhip, they 
had no fitter name for, than Idolatry, Popery, Anti-chri- 
ftianiſm, Super ſlition, Wall-worſhip, &c. Abridg. pag. 96. 
Be you your ſelves, therefore, the Judges, whether, if 
this Temper of Mind he the true ground of the Separation 
of this part of the People we are now ſpeaking of, this 
Separation be juſtifiable before God; or, in other Words, 
be built upon a good. Foundation. And be you your 
ſelves Judges, whether it be reaſonable, and becoming 
for you rather to court an Union, and cloſe Correſpon- 
dence with ſuch Perſons, than with the Eftabliſhed Church. 
Somewhat 1s to be faid for the Errours of well-meaning 
Perſons, diſpoſed to Unity, and ready to receive the 
Truth in the love of it: But God can never approve of 
Errours Joined with Rancour, and Uncharitableneſs ; or 


of a Separation founded upon a groundleſs Abhorrence of 


what is Eſtabliſped, and a reſolute averſeneſs to admit of 
any Arguments in the Vindicationof it, 515 


as 2 
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Thus nave I conſidered all the Arguments I find offer- 
ed in Vindication of your People; and have endeavoured 
to ſhew, that they are not ſufficient to prove their Spa · 
ration from the eftabliſhd Church neceſſary, and there- 
fore not ſufficient to prove it lawful : it being agreed on 
all Hands, that all needleſs Diviſions amongſt Chriſtians 
are conſtantly and ſolicitouſly to be avoided z and that 
no Separation is lawful, but what is neceſſary. And thus 
have I gone over the Three Heads I propoſed at firſt. 
But J muſt not be fo unjuſt to your Cauſe, and to m 
own Deſign, as to paſs by the Reaſons you have oftere 


Church of England, be your Duty, yet conflant Communion 
with it is ſinful ; becauſe this is a main part of your 
Vindication; and becauſe it is my Deſign to ſhew, that 
your conflant Communion would not be-jinful, and therefore, 
is your Duty. Before I do this, I ſhall only obſerve that, 
how. expreſly ſoever you affirm this Occaſional Communion 
to be no indifferent Matter, but an let Duty ; we 
ſee not any ſuch Senſe of it in your People; nor could 
we collect from your Practice, that this is your Opinion, 
For it is manifeſt, and what 1s univerſally complained 
of by the Eſtabliſhed Miniſters, that there is hardly any 
occaſional Communicant who ever comes near the Church, 
but preciſely at that time when the whole Pariſh knows 
he muſt come to qualify himſelf for ſome Office; and 
again, that for the ſake of an Office, ſome ſhall for'the 
Space of a whole Year attend upon a Service, which 
they would not join with, perhaps once, were it not for 
the Conſideration of that. This is not unjuſt Cexſure, but 
notorious Matter of Fact: And I mention it, not to 
make any Perſons odious, but to. obſerve to you, how 
little of your occaſional Communion is founded upon the 
Neceſity of ſbewing your Charity to thoſe from whom you diſ- 
ſent ; on which you ſeem to me to found it: that ſo you 
may conſider, whether you do ſufficiently inculcate this 
great Duty upon your People; or, whether your People do 
not groſly miſunderſtand, or careleſly diſregard you. 

| | „ | But 


to prove that, tho your Occaſional Communion with the 
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But to return to 3 now in debate between us, 
which is only this, Fhy will not you who can communicate 
occaſionally with the Eftabliſh'd Church, conſtantly communicate 
with it? By communicating occaſionally with this Church, 
you acknowledge, that the Terms of Communton are not 
fnful in themſelves; and you profeſs, that were it not 
for ſome Circumſtances which make conſtant Commuuion ſin- 
ful, you ſhould judge it to be your Duty. I do not 
doubt, but that Circumſtances may make Adtious ſinful; 
nor do I know any Perſons who will deny it. But, in 
_ anſwer to what you have alleged to prove that there are 
Circumſtances attending upon conſtant Communion, which 
render it ſinful, I propoſe to ſhew, 


Firft, That theſe Circumſtances you mention, do not 
attend upon con ſtant Communion ; or, if they do attend 
upon it, that they do not make it unlawful : and that the 
like Cireumfances do attend upon your occaſional Commu- 
nion, and your Separation. After which I ſhall obſerve, 


Secondly, Suppoſing ſome inconvenient Circumſtances do 
attend upon con ſtaut Communion, that, beſides fuch like 
Circumſtances, many ſad, and terrible Conſequences do un- 
avoidably attend upon Separation; and make it much 
more unlawful, and much leſs eligible. Which Two Things 
will, I hope, contain in them a ſufficient Reply to every 
Word you have advanced upon this Head, and, there- 
fore, a ſufficient Argument (by your own Confellion ) to 
induce Jou, who can communicate occaſionally, to communi- 
cate conſtantly, with the Church of England; which is the 
main End J have propoſed in theſe Papers, 


Firft, That theſe Circumſtances you mention, do not at- 
tend upon conſtant Communion z, or, if they do attend up- 
on it, they do not make it unlawful: And that the like 
Circumſtances do attend upon your occaſional Communion, 
and your Separation. Your Senſe of this Matter, I ſhall 
give you in your own Words, and then ſhall beg leave 
to 
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to examine into the Truth and Juſtneſs of it. Conſtant 
Communion repreſents the Warſhip of the-Church of Eng- 
land, not only as lawful, but as eligible, nay, preferable ; 
which is contrary to the inward Senſe of the moſt moderate 
among the Diſſenters. Conſtant Communion pra#zcally 
betrays our Liberties, in compliance with rigorous Impoſers. 
Conſtant Communion ſeems to intimate as if Divine Vor- 
ſhip were not acceptable without fuch ſuperadded Formalities, 
as are enjoined in the Church of England. Conſtant Com- 
munion repreſents Chriſt's own Inſtitution as defective, 
and not orderly, or decent, without the Additions to Divine 
Wor ſhip, brought into the Church of England. Conſtant 
Communion is a confining our Charity to a Party, and a pra- 
ctical diſowning, and condemning all ot her Wor ſhipping Aſſem- 
Blies. Theſe are the Circumſtances that, you ſay, attend 
upon conflant Communion ; and on the account of which, 
you tell us, you judge it to be unlawful. This is a very 
material Point, and therefore, I ſhall examine every one 
of theſe Allegations diſtinctly by it ſelf. . 
1. Conſtant Communion repreſents the Worſhip of the 
Church of England, not only as lawful, but as eligible, 
nay, preferable ; whichis contrary to theinward Senſe of the 
moſt moderate among the Diſſenters, And therefore, it 1s 
unlamful. For my own part, I do truly believe that the 
public Worſhip eſtabliſhed in the Church of England, is, 
in it ſelf, preferable to any whatever that hath yet been 
ſet up in Oppoſition to it. But the Queſtion here is not, 
what it is in it ſelf; but what conſtant Communion repre- 
Tents it to be.. And I do here utterly deny, that confers 
Communion doth repreſent it as preferable to all others what- 
ſoever; if you mean 8 in it ſelf, as to the Mat- 
ter of it - which I ſuppoſe you do. My conſtant join- 
ing with the efabliſhed Worſhip can prove nothing but 
theſe Two Things; that I think it materially lawful; and, 
that, upon ſome Conſiderations I think it preferable to 
Separation, without which I cannot join with other Forms 
of Worſhip. But, whether theſe Conſiderations be taken 
from its own int/inſic Worth, or from the . of 
LI] | | C eace 
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Ptace and Union, ſome ther Declaration muſt determine; 
As, when you keep Company conftantly with any Perſon, 
no one can ſay, unleſs you tell them, whether you do 
this, beeauſe you think his Company, in it ſelf, prefera- 
ble, in all reſpects, to that of others; or, becauſe there 
are ſome other Conſiderations ſufficient todetermine you 
to it, as Intereſt, or Uſefulneſs in one particular Inftance, 
or the hope of doing Good, or the like, Nay, I argue 
farther, that your occafional Communion with the Church 
of England, doth repreſent the Worſhip of it as preferable 
at this particular time. But you ſay, preferable, only in- 
order to ſhew your Charity. As, therefore, occaſional Com- 
nunion doth not repreſent it, as preferable, on any other 
Conſideration, but that; ſo * Communion doth not, 
of Neceſſity, repreſent it preferallꝭ on any other Conſi- 
derations, but the public Peace, and univerſal Advantage 
of this Church, and Nation : Nor can you prove that it 
doth. Now, I hope, it cannot be any Objection againſt 
conſtant Communion, that it repreſents the joining with the 
eſtabliſhed Worſhip as eligible, nay preferable, on the Ac- 
counts of Peace and Concord, and public Advantages. For, 
ſure, it cannot be contrary to the inward Senſe of the moſt 
immoderate among the Diſſenters, that it is very lawful, 
to join conſtantly with a Worſhip materially lawful, for 
the ſake of the univerſal Good of the Chriſtian Church. 
Whenever you join with it, no Perſons can conclude cer- 
tainly, that you do it, on any other Account. Nay, 
you your ſelves tell us a little afterwards, under this fame 
Head, that you ſhall always be ſuſpected (if you do come 
in to the Church) as Perſons who think not the;eftablih'd 
Worſhip preferable to all others in it ſelf; that before you 
could inſinuate your ſelves into any good Eſteem, you muſt pre- 
tend your Preference of what you think-but tolerable 5 may, 
your Hatred and Contempt of what yon think preferable.” 80 
ſenſible are you, that your conftant | Communion alone, 
without a verbal Declaration, neither can, nor will, be 
interpreted as a Preference of the eſtabliſhed Worſhip, con- 
lidered in it ſelf, to all other Forms: And fo Rut 
| | oun. 
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Foundation is there for your ſaying, that the private 
Exp re ſſion of a different Senſe will not be a ſuſicient Guard 
againſt ſuch public, and more forcible Language of continu'd 
Pra@ice, when, upon other Occafions, you allege, that 
this public, and Prcible Language of continued Practice 
will never be ſuſicient to ſatisfy the Church men of your 
Love to the Church, without ſuch a private Expreſſion, and 
Declaration that you prefer it, for its own ſake, before 
all others. Be not, I beſeech you, ſo violently ſet againſt 
all Thoughts of Conformity, as to argue againſt it, in one 
Page, from one Conſideration, and in the next, from ano- 
ther abſolutely inconſiſtent with it. But again, Let me 
argue with you from your own declared Reſolution of 
conforming, and ſo joining conſtantly with our Liturgy, 
upon ſome few AmenWents, and Alterations; and fee 
whether this will not ſhew, that conflant Communion im- 
plies in it no ſuch thing, as what you here fix upon it, 
Is this Form of Prayer, amended to your own Wiſhes, 
preferable to that Method of Prayer which you have ſet 
up in Oppoſition to it? If it be, then I argue, that you 
now conſtantly uſe a Method in public Worſhip which 
you acknowledge to be leſs eligible, and worſe than ano- 


ther; and therefore, that the conflant uſe of, and joining 


with, any one way, of public Worſhip, even tho” it be 
upon Choice, doth not repreſent it as preferable to all others; 
and much leſs, when Authority hath commanded the Uſe 
of it. If it be not, then I argue, that you would join 
conjtantly with a Form of public Worſhip not preferable to 
all others, And therefore, that it cannot be your Opi- 
nion, that conſſant Communion 1mplies in it any ſuch De- 
claration as, that this Form of public Worſhip is abſo- 
lately, and in it ſelf preferable to all others. Anſwer 
which way you pleaſe, the Concluſion is the ſame; And 
I will be bold to ſay, that you muſt either contradict 
your ſelves, or acknowlege, that this is no Circum ſtance 
of conflant Communion ; and conſequently, that it can be 
no Argument againſt it. Beſides this, I argue thus with 
you, Your Separation repreſents it to be your Opinion, 


That 
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That whatſoever flands in need of Amendment requires your 
Separation, which is contrary to the inward. Senſe of Mr. 
Baxter, and the moderate Diſſenters. And therefore Spa- 
ration is unlawful. Nor will the private Expreſſion of a 
different Senſe, be a ſufficient Guard agai»ſt ſuch „ and 
more forcible Language of continu d. Practice. If you ſay, 
T his is not a Circumſtance of your Separation; I ſay, Neither 
would the other be a Circumſtance * conſtant Communi- 
on. If you deny, that this makes your Separation unlaw- 
ful ; give me leave to deny, that the other would make 
your conſtant Commanion unlawful. But, Fe 
2. Conſtant Communion, you ſay, practically betrays your 
Liberty, in compliance with rigorous Impoſers : and there- 
fore, is unlawful. I anſwer, No more, than ſuch a con- 
fant Communion as you were ready to exerciſe, had the 
Liturgy been amended to your Minds, Conſtant Confor- 
mity in kneeling at the Communion is no more a betraying 
your Liberty, than conſtant Conformity, in the uſe of a Li- 
turgy. Nor is conflant Conformity to the uſe of our Liturgy 
as it is now, any more a-betraying your Liberty, than con- 
ſlant Conformity to it, had it been altered. And if conſtant 
Communion would have been lawful, tho a Liturgy had 
been impoſed; it is lawful, tho Kneeling be impoſed; and 
tho' a Form of Prayer be ſtill impoſed. Either, therefore, 
the conſtant ſubmitting to ſome Terms of Communion, (call 
them Impoſitions, or what you pleaſe) is not a practical 
betraying your Liberty; and ſo, conſequently, conſtant 
muon is not: or elſe, it is not unlawful prafically to 
betray your Liberty, in compliance with rigorous Impo ſers; 
and fo, conſequently, it is not unlawful to hold conffant 
Communion with the Church of England. Which ſoever of 
the Two be true, your Argument, now before us, is e- 
qually deſtroyed : And one of them muſt be true; or, 
you do very ill in telling us ſo often, how ready you 
ave been, and Kill are, to comply upon ſome Amend- 
ments, Conflant Communion cannot be a practical Declara- 
tion of any thing more, than that theſe Impoſitzons may 
lawfully be complied with, as being not naterialy ſinful } 
R 8 
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and that you judge it better, upon ſome Conſiderations, 
to comply conſtantly in a lawful Action, than to ſeparate 
on this Account. This may ſerve for an Anſwer, alſo, 
to that Charge of yours againft con ſtant Communion, to the 
fame Effect with this, but in other Words; That it would 

appear to acquit Eccleſiaſtical Aſumers, For, ſuppoſin 
chat they were Eccleſiaſtical Aſſumers, who impoſed theſe 
Termsof Communion, yet my conſtant complying with theſe 
Terms can ſhew nothing, but that I judge them to be 
lawful in themſelves , and hath not the leaſt relation to 
the Lawfulneſs of impoſing them. And I add farther, That 
your occaſional Communion appears to many, by your own 
Confeſſion, to acquit Eccleſiaſtical Aſſumers. And if, not- 
withſtanding this, occaſional Communion be your Duty; 
then alſo, notwithſtanding this, conſtant Communion may 
be your Duty. And again, As your conftant Communion 
would (you ſay) appear to acquit Eccleſiaſtical Aſſumers, 
and 7igorous Impoſers ; ſo, I ſay, your Separation appears 
to acquit, and encourage rigid Separatiſts; againſt whom 
you ſeem to ſet your ſelves, as much as apainft the 
others. If you ſeparate from what you acknowledge to 
be materially lam ful; how much more juſtly (they argue 
may they 1 from what they judge to be materzally 
unlamful? If you thus expreſs your Reſentments againſt 
Communion in what you allow to be tolerable; how can 


they be too rigid or too zealous, againſt what they think 


to be zntolerable ? If then, it be unlawful to appear to acquit 

the one; why ſhould it not be unlawful to appear to acpuit, 

and encourage the other © Again, Suppoſing your Liberty 
to be invaded by theſe Impoſitions , yet ſince the Things 

required are not unlawful, (as you acknowledge, ) it is cer- 
tainly lawful, if not very commendable, for you to yield 

up your Liberty, in a {mall and lawful Inſtance, to the 

Conſiderations of Peace and Unity, And if it be but law- 

ful for you to do this, then this Argument cannot prove 
your conſtant Communion to be unlawful. Much leſs, if it 
appear, upon Conſideration, to be your Duty ſo to do. 
You may then, I think, be conſtant Communicants, not- 
withſtanding 
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withſtanding any thing in this Argument : Eſpecially con- 


{idering,. that as there are rigorow Impoſers in the Church 


of England; ſo, there are, and have been many, moſt 
ready and willing, to yield up ſome inconſiderable Points, 


to gain your Conformity. And why ſhould you not think 


your ſelves as much . obliged to communicate, with this 
Church, for the ſeke of theſe, as to ſeparate from it, for 
the ſake of thoſe others? But, 53 
3. Conſtant Communion, you ſay, ſeems to intimate, is if 
Divine Wor ſhip were not acceptable without ſuch ſuperadded 
Formalities 2s are uſed in the Church of England. And, 
therefore, it is unlawful, You do well to ſay no more 
than that it ſeems ſo to do: For, you cannot produce one 
ſingle Perſon of tolerable Senſe in the woo Land, who 
conſtantly communicates with the Church of England 
with this Opinion ; nor one, who, ever concluded this 
to be the Opinion of any Perſon, from his conſtant Com- 
munion. But you do ill, to load the Cauſe with all the 
aggravating reno you can think of, when you 
cannot but know them to be wholly imaginary, and 
without Foundation ; and.cannot but be ſenſible, that 
you are in this, unjuſt to a Church, which hath declared, 
in the moſt public manner, that theſe ſuperadded Forma- 
lities are of ſuch a nature, that they may be altered, and 
aboliſned upon Occaſion ; and which cannot conſequent- 
ly, be ſuppoſed to give the leaſt Encouragement. to any 
Perſons to think, that Divine Worſhip would not be accep- 
table without them, Hence I argue, That conffant Commu: 
nion with a Church which hath declared that Divine Vor- 
Hip may be acceptable without theſe ſuperadded Formalities, 
cannot be thought to intimate, as if Divine Worſhip were 
not acceptable without them + But, if it intimate any thing 
about them, it intimates quite the contrary. And far 
ther; I defire to know, where is that zeligious Aſſembly, 
amongſt all your own, in which, Divine Worſhip is cffer= 
ed, without ſome ſuperadded Formalities conſtantly uſed? 
And again; Doth your conſtant Communion with them, in. 
timate, or ſeem to intimate, 8 if Divine Worſhip were not 
| | ac* 
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acceptable without them ? For, if it do not, then, no more 
doth conſtant Communion with the Church of England; and, 
if it do, then conſtant Communion is not, in your Opinion, 
amlamful on this Account. And ſtill, your conſtant Com- 
union with tlie Church of England, is as lawful, as your 
conſtant Commufiion with your own Churches; as far as 
this Argument is concerned. For this Argument concerns 
only your conſtant Uſe of ſome r- Formalities in 
religious Worſhip; not the Impoſition of them. I ſay, 
therefore, that if it be lanful for you, to uſe any ſuch in 
your own Churches, it is lawful in the Church eſtabliſped. 
And, I add farther, That your conſtant Uſe of any par- 
ticular ſuperadded Formality in your own Churches, ſeems 
nuch more ſtrongly, to intimate, as if Divine Worſhip were not 
acceptable without it, than ſuch a conſtant Uſe of any in the 
Church eſtabliſbed can do. For, what you uſe in your 
Churches, you pretend, you uſe upon Choice; which 
inplies, that you imagine it to add ſomething to the Ac- 
ceptablenefs of the Worſhip : Whereas no ſuch thing can be 
fairly gathered from your conſtant Uſe of a ſuperadded For- 
mality in the Church of England; becauſe no one can poſ- 
ſibly tell, whether you conſtantly uſe it, becauſe you 
think it moſt conducing to the Decency and Acceptableneſs 
of public Worſhip, or, becauſe it is enjoined by Autho- 
rity, and you think it more for the univerſal Good to 
ſubmit to the enjoined Uſe of it, than to break the Peace 
and Unity of the Church for the fake of it. Or, if you 
ſay, that the conffant Uſe of ſome Formality in your own 
Churches, may alſo be ſo interpreted; J anſwer, then 
conſtant Communion with a Church, doth not intimate as if 
Divine Worſhip were not acceptable without the fuperadded 
Formalittes uſed in it. I fhall add only this, That your 
Separation, as it is accompanied with occaſional Communion, 
ſeems to intimate, as if Divine Worſhip were nat acceptable 
with the conſtant Uſe of ſuch ſuperadded Formalitie:, as are 
enjoined in the Church of England; which is contrary to the 
inward Senſe of the moderate Diſſenters, And if this cir- 
| cum ſtanc edo not make your separat ion unlawful % way 
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ſhould the Circumſtances which here you fix upon conſtant 
Communion, render that unlawful ? Or, why ſhould you 

refer Separation before it? From hence, therefore, I in- 
fer, that this Argument cannot prove conſtant Communion 
with the Church of England, unlawful. Let us proceed. 
4. Conſtant Communion, you argue, repreſents Chriſt's own 
Inſtitution as defe&ive, and not orderly or decent, without the 
Additions to Divine Worſhip, brought into the Church of Eng- 
land, And, therefore, it is unlawful. I need not tell you, 
that Chriff's own Inſtitution, whether you mean, of Bap- 
tiſm, or of the Lord's Supper, or of public and united Pray- 
er, is as perfeg, as he deſigned it to be, and no perfecter: 
And that you do not think, your ſelves, that he deſigned 
it to exclude Additions, and the conſtant Uſe of Additiors 
in any of the Ads of religious Worſhip, your own Practice 
is a clear Demonſtration. For, you never Baptize with- 
out the uſe of ſomewhat which is an Addition to Chriſt's 
Inflitution , you never celebrate the Commumon, you never 
meet for public Prayer, without the uſe of ſomewhat 
which is an Addition to Chriff's Inſtitution. The Communi- 
on is a main part of public Worſhip, and therefore, I ſhall 


inſtance in that. And J argue, as I did under the laſt 


Head, that conflant Communion with your own Churches, 
or with any others in the World, doth as much repreſent 
Chriſt's Inſtitution to be defective, &c. as conflant Commu- 
nion with the Church of England can do. Chrift's Inftitu- 
tion of the Euchariſt, was only, Eat this Bread, and drink 
this Wine, in remembrance of me : Not in this particular 
Poftnre, any more than at this particular Time; the Ge- 


Pure being no more a part of the Inſtitution, than the 


Time. Your conſtant Uſe of any Poſture, (whether it be 
ſanding, or fitting) is as much a Reflexion upon the De- 
fetiveneſs of Chriſt's Inflitution, as your con ſtant Uſe of 
Kneeling could be ; it being the Uſe of what is as much an 
Addition to Chrift s Inſtitution, as Kneeling is. And, there- 
fore, if it be not unlawful to uſe any other 'Fofture con- 
ſantly. it is not unlawful to uſe Kneeling: conſtantly. I 
might inſtance alſo in all 4 Prayers you make uſe of, 
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t the Celebration of the Lord's Supper, ſince, our Lord 
appointed none in his Inſtitution of it; which was only, 
that we ſhould eat and drink in remembrance of him; 
and this we may do without one ſingle Prayer. Every 
Prayer, therefore, that you uſe at this Solemnity, is a 
Reflexion upon o Lord's Inſtitution, and repreſents it as 
defective, and nos orderly, or decent without ſuch Additions, 
as doth every Prayer that you uſe at the Baptiſm of a 
Child, without which it is as complete as with it, and 
without one Word of which Chrift inſtituted it. Now, 
you can no more conſtantly communicate in the . Sacrament 
with your own Churches, without the conſtant Uſe of 
ſuch additional Prayers, than you can communicate with 
the Church of England without Kneeling, and ſo, your 
conflant Communion with your own Churches as effectually 
repreſents Chriſt's Inſtitution as defective, as your conſtant 
Communion with the Church of England could do. You 
muſt, therefore, acknowledge that conſtant Communion, on 
neither ſide, doth thus repreſent Chriſt's Inſtitution defective; 
or, that this is not ſufficient to render it unlamful;; or, 
that you are guilty of this in your conſfant practice. But 


the Truth of the Matter is this: Neither your Pradice, 


nor the Practice of the Church of England, doth repreſent 
the Inſtitution of our Lord any more defective, than he 
deſigned it: For he only deſigned to ordain, that there 
ſhoull be public Aſſemblies of Chriſtians; and that the 
Holy Communion ſhould be celebrated in thoſe Aſſemblies. 


All the Circumſtances of theſe Aſſemblies, it is plain, he left 
t0 be determined by the Governors of his Church. and Feo- 


ple, according to the Notions of Decency, and the vari- 
ous Cuſtoms, of different Nations. And, in the Enume- 


ration of theſe Circumſtances, I think, I have often, in my 
reading, found your own Mr. Baxter mentioning Geſture, 


as well as Time and Place, and the like; and affirming, 
that it comes within the Bounds of the Antho-ity of our 
auer not. To this Argument, therefore, I anſwer plain- 
iy thus? Conſtant Communion with the Church of England, 
repreſintstbe Iuſtitution of Chriſt as defeJive, only in ſuch 
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"Circumſtances as he purpoſely neglected to determine, and 


left to be determined by future Gouer vort. This Repre- 
ſentation of Chriſt's Inflitution is not only not unlawful, but 


nece ſſary, and unavoidable in all religious Aſſemblies. And, 


therefore, conflant Communion with the Church of England 
is not wnlawful on this Account. Beſides, it is worth 
while to confider, whether your occcafional Communion 
with the Church eſtabliſhed, do not as truly repreſent Chriſt s 
Inſtitut ion as defedtive, as your conſtant Communion can do 
only with this difference, that the one repreſents it ſo, leſs 
frequently than the other. But ſtill, if it be unlamful to 


da this (ſuppoſe in the Celebration of the Communion, 


which muſt here be meant by you) twelve times in a Year, 
it is unlawful to do it once. And if the communicating 
with our Church once in a Year, do not repreſent Cbrift s 


Inſtitut ion as defective, I cannot ſee how the communica- 


ting with it twelve times in a Lear can do it. But, what 
I have already ſaid, together with what I have obſerved 


under the preceding Head, which is of the ſame nature 
with this, I judge to be a more than ſufficient Anſwer to 


this Reaſon agaimit con ſtant Commun. 
5. And laſtly, conſant Communion, according to you, 
ia confining your Charity to a Party ; and à practical dif 


| owning and condemning all other worſhipping Aſſemblies. And 


therefore, is unlawful. To this Ianſwer, 
1. Conſtant Communion is not a confining our Charity to a 


Tarty. For, I dare ſay, you cannot name any one ſingle 


Initance of Chriſtian Charity, due, by the Laws of the 
Goſpel, to any Perſon, of what Denomination ſoever, 
which a Man that lives in conſtant Communion with the 
urch of England cannot perform as well as any of Tor, 
who occaſionally communicate with it. And if you can- 
not name any one ſuch Inſtance, then this part of your 
Charge cannot be true. Conflant Communion breaks not in 
upon any one ſingle part of Chriſtian Charity: but it is 
the Neglect of 2 Communion, that hath been the De- 
ſtruction of Chriſtian Charity in the Land, and the En- 
couragement to all zycharitableneſs, This is a terrible 
| O 3 Cii- 
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Circuni ſtance of the Neglect of conſtant Communion : but 
this weighs nothing with you, on one fide, whilſt the 
lighteſt Feathers weigh down the Scale, on the other. 
Did ever any Perſons ſay, till now, that the joining 
in the external Ads of Communion, is a neceſſary part of 
Chriftian Charity, due to all Parties of Chriftians © and 
therefore, not to be confined, without Sin, to any one 
Church? You may as well ſay, that the conſtant joining 
in the outward Ads of Communion with one Pariſh Church, 
is the confining our Charity to this particular Pariſh in Ex- 
cluſion to all others; for it is only of external Communion 
we are now ſpeaking. And, if the confining of that to 
a Party, be confining our Charity to a Party ; then the con- 
fining of that to one Pariſh is a confining our Charity to this 
particular Fri: Conſtant external Communion with 
any one Party of Chriſtians being as much Communion 
with all Chriftians, as conſtant external Communion with 
one Pariſh Church, is Communion: with the whole Church 
of England; nay, as much, as occaſional external Com- 
munion with more than one Pariſh Church, or Congregati- 
on, can be. And farther, if it be unlawful to confine our 
external Communion to one Party ; then, it is not our Du- 
ty, nor lawful to give all the Encouragement we can, to 
Peace, and Order, and Unity; and all the Credit we can 
toa good Eftabliſhment : but, on the contrary, a Duty 

incumbent upon us to give Encouragement, and Credit, 
to all Separations, tho' never ſo — and to all 
the Conſequences of them. . 

2. Conſtant Communion is, I confeſs, a practical diſowning, 
ant! condemning all other worſhipping Aſſemblies ; I mean, 
ſuch as have ſeparated from the Church of England. I ſay, 
it is a practical d:ſowning them, thus far, that it is a Pub” 
cal Declaration, that we judge conſtant Communion with the 
| Church of England to be lawful; and preferable to a Sepa- 
ration. But then, this is conſiſtent, to a Tittle, with 

the Law of God, and the Charity of a Chriſtian, It is as 
lawful, and as charitable, to make ſuch a Declaration in 
pur Actions, as it is to make it in our Fords; and I ne- 
| | e 
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ver heard yet, that it was either «nlawful, or unc haritable, 
for any perſon perſuaded of the Univerſal Advantages of 
conflant Communion, and the evil Conſequences, and un- 
reaſonableneſs of Separation, to declare himſelf ſo to be. 
Nor can I be perſuaded, that it is not his Duty, his 
indiſpenſable Duty, to do it. I grant, therefore, that 
this, as I have explained it, is a circumſtance of conſtant 
Commumon with the Eftabliſhed Church; but then, I main- 
tain, that it is very lawful, and perfectly conſiſtent with 
Chriſtian Charity, and ſo no objection againſt confant 
Communion. ere nn $i E 

3. Imuſt put Lou in mind again, as I have often 
had occaſion to do, that You would have conſtantly com- 
municated with the Church of England, your ſelves, and 
would do ftill, upon ſome Alterations... Now con ſtant 


Communion would be then, as much a confining your Chari- 


ty to a Party, and a condemning all other ſepaxate wor /hipping 
Aſſemblies, as it is now. Yet, If it be unlawful vor, 16 
it would be then. If lawful then, ſo is it now. As, there- 
fore, You have declared, that You ſhould think it not 
only lawful, but your Duty, then; ſo, acknowledge it, 
at leaſt, lawful now, notwit 2 this Circumſtance; 
left You ſheuld accuſe your ſelves of having reſolved to 
do what is unlamful, if this can make conſtaut Communion 
unlawful - Once more, | ie | 

4. By ſaying this, and declaring this to be one cf the 
Circumſtances which make conflant Communion with the 
Church of England unlawful, You. condemn. the greateſt 


part of your Brethren; and your People; all thoſe who 


never communicate occaſionally ; and all thoſe who com- 
municate never, but when an Office is concerned. Either, 
therefore, ſpeak out, and let your People know, that 
they live in a continued Sin, whilſt they keep ei 
to You, and never occaſionally. communicate with the 
Church of England; or elſe, acknowledge that to Commu- 
ncate con ſtantly with a Church, is not to confine our Chart y 
to a Party, &c, or that it is not wnlapful ſo to do; and 
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conſequently, that conſtant Communion with the Church 
of England is not, on this Account, unlawful. | — 
But, now we are upon this ſubje&, I muſt not forget 
one very remarkable circumſtance of your occaſional Cm: 
munion; and that ſuch an one, as it not imaginary, but 
certain, and acknowledged on all Hands; and which 


muſt, I mp tage your way of arguing againſt 


con ſtant Communion, render it unlawful. And that is this: 
Occaſional Communion intimates, as if conſtant Commu- 
nion'were lawful, and therefore neceſſary; which is con- 
trary to your inward Senſe. This it inttmatos more ſtrongly 
than conſtant Communion intimates any of thoſe things 
You have fixed upon it : and multitudes on all fides, 
You know, are actually perſuaded that it doth ſo, From 
hence, therefore, I ſhould think, when I read Your Rea- 
ſonings againſt conflant Communion, that, according to 
You, occaſional Communion muſt be unlawful, But when! 
read your Defenſes of your occaſional Communion, I find, 


that this is fo neceſſary to the demonſtration of your 
Charity to the Eftabliſhed Church, that it is your indiſpen- 


fable Dnty, notwithſtanding this Circumſtance, Now, 
How much better, and greater a demonſtration of your 
regards to Peace and Charity, would your conflant Commu- 
nion be? And, therefore, It this Circumſtance, ought not to 
hinder You from ſo poor a demonſtration of your Charr 
ty as occaſional Communion ; how can You think, that 


ſuch like Circumſtances ought to hinder You from ſo much 


greater a demonſtration of your Love to Unity and 
Concord, as Your conſtant Communion would be? Alafs! 
Your occaſional Communion is no better a demonſtration of 


_ Your Charity to the Church of England, than a declarati- 


on, ſpoken, or written upon Paper, that You hold the 
worſhip of it to be materially lawful, and tolerable: nor 
hath it any better influence upon the public Face of 
Affairs, than ſuch a verbal Declaration would have, Your 
Separation, accompanied with it, hath as evil Conſe- 
quences, and as direful Effects, and as bad an influence 
pon Men's Minds, and Diſpolitions, as it would have, 
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were it without it. It ſhews it ſelf as pernicious, and is 
much more unaccountable. But Your conſtant Communion 
would be an undeniable Demonſtration, that You love 
Peace and Concord; and hate the Conſequences, . and 
Effects of a Separation. It would tend to the producing 
an univerſal Agreement ; and give a check to the Violence 
on all ſides ; and probably, would have a moſt happy 
influence upon the Tempers of Men, and the Face of 
this divided Church and Nation. With theſe conſidera- 
tions, tell me, I beſeech you, how occaſional Communion 
can be a Duty, notwithſtanding this Circumſtance of it; 
and yet conſtant Communion be rendered unlawful by (ir- 
eumſtances, much more inconſiderable; and hardly found- 
ed upon any thing but Dnagination. e e 

I have one Argument more to offer to your Conſiderati- 
on, to proye, that theſe Circumſtances, ſuppoſing them to 
attend upon conſtant Communion, do not make it | un- 
lawful ; and this taken from your own Conceſſion, that 
conſtant Communion was lawful, before Tou came to imagine 
that there were no hopes of Amendments ; and that the wait- 
ing time was over, p. 563. Now, there is not one of 
theſe Circumſtances, but what always belonged to it, as 
much as now. Conftant Communion always: betrayed your 
Liberty; always intimated, as if Divine Worſhip were not 
acceptable without ſuth 1 uperadded Formalities; always ve- 
pre ſented Chriſts own Inſtitutiou as defedive; always ap- 
peared to acguit Eccleſiaſtical 4ſſumers , always was a con- 
Fning your Charity to a Party, and diſawning other worſbip- 
ping Aſſemblies, as much as it is now. How, therefore, 
can you ſay, that theſe Circumſtances are what make it 
unlawful? For, If they did not make it anlawful hereto- 
fore, how can they now 2 If they do now, how could it 
be lawful beretofore? Iſ it were lawful heretofore, not- 
withſtanding theſe Circumſtances, for the ſake of expected 
Amendments (which is nothing but a Colour put upon the 
Cauſe) why is it not lawful now, notwithſtanding theſe 
C:rcumſtances, for the ſake of Peace, and Concord? which 
are, in my opinion, no leſs weighty, Conde a4, 
„ | - an 
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than the Amendment and Reformation of a tolerable Na. 
tional Conflitution. Suppoting, therefore, that you have 
here repreſented things aright (which, in Truth, Fou 
have not done) yet, if thefe be the Circumftances which 
render conflant Communion unlawful, the Concluſion muſt 
be, either, that it was not lawful bexetofore, or, that it 
is lawful now. 4 LP, FTI Tues 7 H 
Thus have I conſidered every one of thoſe Circum- 
ances which, you ſay, render conflant Communion unlaw- 
ful to Tow, who hold occaſional Communion to be lawful, 
and neceſſary; and have endeavoured to ſhew, as I pro- 
poſed, That theſe Circumſtances eitber do not attend upon con- 


Pant Communion ; or, if they do attend upon it, that they da 


not make it unlawful, And what I have ſaid, in order to 
this, appears to me ſo extraordinary evident, and fo ve- 
ry demonſtrative, that I have a more than uſual confi- 
dence in this Point; and cannot help taking it for gran- 
ted, that You your ſelves are by this time convinced, that 
this part of your Cauſe hath been very much miſtaken; 
and that theſe Circumflances either do not belong to con- 
ftant Communion , or, do not make it unlewful. And, 
therefore, If theſe be truly the Reaſons for your refuſing 
to join conſtantly with the Church of England, and if 
theſe be all the Arguments You have to prove conflant 
Communion any more unlawful than decafional Communion ; 
J preſs it upon You, as your indiſpenſable Duty, to re- 
view, with all the calmneſs poſſible, this part of your 
Cauſe, and to conſider once more, whether You be not 


obliged, in Conſcience, to communicate conſtantly with the 
Church of England. Which You muſt alſo be the more 


willing, and determined to do, if You will but conſider, 
what I ſhall obſerve in the next place, viz. I 

Secondly, Suppoſing, ſome inconvenient Circumſtances 
do attend npon conſtant Communion ; that, beſides ſuch 
like Circumſtances, much worſe do unavoidably attend 
upon Separation, and make it much more unlawful, and 


much leſs eligible. I ſhall not here repeat any thing of 
what I have before {aid to this purpoſe, nor ſuppoſe You 
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ignorant of the wretched, and miſerable confequences of 


all Separation, the moſt juſt, as well as the moſt unjuſt; 
and theſe ſo certain, and ſo conſtant Attendants u 
them, that they never yet were ſeen in the World with- 
out them, nor ever will be, as long as Humane Nature is 
that it is, and as long as Ignorance and Paſſion govern the 
greateſt part of Mankind. You know, that all our own 
inteſtine Diſſentions, and Quarrels, our Hatreds and 
Animoſities, owe their Violence, and their Edge, to our 
Religious Differences ; and have their Foundation in our 
oppofite Churches, and diftin# Communions. You have 
profeſſed your ſelves, in the higheſt Degree, ſenſible of 
theſe Circumſtances of Separation; and no one hath more 
grieyouſly aggravated the Cauſe of thoſe who, without 
the utmoſt Neceſſity, have given occaſion to theſe in- 
ſtances of Unchriſtian Behaviour, than Mr. Baxter hath 
done. This makes it unneceſſary for me to be more par- 
ticular on this Subject: And the thought of it makes 
me the more earneſtly entreat You to conſider , whether 
any 79 — be more unneceſſary than the Separation 
of thoſe, who acknowledge all things required of them 
to be materially lawful ; and a Separation founded upon a 
few Circumſtances, which, if they belong to conflant Com- 
muxion with this Church, belong to conflant Communion 
with all other Churches; and, if they prove a Separation 
from this Church wecefſary, prove a Separation for ever, 
from all other Churches, to be neceſſary. Reflect, there- 
fore, on the worſt Circumſtances that can paſibly attend up · 
on conſtant Communion, and the worſt of thoſe Circumſtancs: 
which will certainly attend upon Separation; reflect upon 
the beſt conſequences of your conſtant Communion, and the 
beſt conſequences of your Separation; and, if the circum- 
ſtances of both be to determine your Choice, I fhall 
— — of your conflant Communion with the Church 
avinjhed, * 7 B81 e HF? | n 
To conclude this Head, If the Circumſtances You have 
mentioned, do not make conflant Communion ſinfyl,-as I 
yerily think, I haveſtiewn ; then You profeſs, wes you 
| AE ale os. P think, 
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think, You ought conſtantly to communicate, as You now 
do occaſionally. And therefore, I hope, you will act 
agreeably to that profeſſion. And again, The certain 
and unavoidable conſequences of your Separation, are 
worſe than the poſtble conſequences of your conffant Com- 
 munion ; and therefore, I hope, you will prefer conftant 
Communion, ſuppoſing there be ſome poſtble inconveniences 
in it, before Separation ; the inconveniences of which we 
all agree to be moſt certain, and moſt pernicious to the 
Chriſtian Canſe in general and to the Reformed Religion in 
particular. I have heartily endeavoured to ſet this mat- 
ter in a due light, and fo leave jt to your own Con: 
iciences, whether your Practice be to be defended, or 
reformed. Ps | 

But, if all that I have ſaid will not move Lou; at 
leaſt, conſider, whether you do well, to proclaim to the 
World, ſo often, your readineſs to conform; and to ap- 
peal to all Mankind, to judge how zealous you have 
been for Peace and Unity; when, here it ſtands upon Re- 
cord againſt you, that you will not ſo much as do what 
you lawfully, and with a fafe Conſcience, may, towards 
the glorious End, which, you ſay, is always in your 
Eye: And, that you have been ſo far from being in- 
clined to Conformity, that (not being able to deny it to be 
materially lawful) you have cloathed it with ſuch Circum- 
Fances (in order to make it appear unlawful another 
way) as are a contradiction to the Principles, and Practice 
of your Predeceſſours; a Condemnation of the preſent Be- 
haviour of your ſelves, who ſeparate, and yet occaſionally 
communicate; a terrible charge againſt thoſe numbers 
of your Brethren, and People, who never do; a prejudice 
to all the Charches in the World; an eternal Bar to our 
own Unity and Concord; and a looſe Encouragement to 
all Diſcord, and the moſt groundleſs Separations. But I 
hope that neither your being already engaged in this 
Cauſe, nor any other motive in the World, can prevail 
with you, to neglect ſuch conſiderations as theſe. 
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You are yery free in declaring, that the whole guilt of 
our Diviſions muſt lie upon the ſe who have 1mpoled Terms 
of Communion, and ſtill adhere to the Impoſitzons of them. 
But, ſuppoſing the Impoſitions of theſe Terms to be blame- 
. able, let all the World judge, whether as great z part of 
the guilt of our Diviſions be not juſtly to be laid upon 
thoſe, who acknowledge the things impoſed to be, in 
| themſelves, lawful; and yet love not Pace and Unity fo 
well, as to ſubmit to them. For, As, on the one fide, 
they prefer the Injundtion of ſome things of leſs moment, 
before Concord; fo, on the other ſide, Jou prefer Oppoſt- 
tion to the Injunction of what is not ſinful, before Concord. 
As They refuſe to lay aſide what they acknowledge to be, 
in it ſelf, unneceſſary, for the ſake of a cloſer Union amongſt 
Proteſtants ;, ſo, Ion refuſe to comply with what You 
acknowledge to be, in it ſelf, lawful, for the ſake of that 
ſo much deſired Union, As they bear their Teſtimony 
againſt all Diſorder, and unneceſſary, Separation, by adhe- 
ring to their Tmpoſitions, at the expenſe of Love, and 
Peace; ſo Tay bear your Teſtimony againſt all unneſſary 
Inpoſitions, by forming a Separation, at the 7 of the 
fame precious, and invaluable Goods. And, where is 
the mighty difference between your Principles and theirs; 
or, between the Conſequences, in which both end; or the 
Reaſons on which both are founded ? GS ads, 

They will not unite with you, unleſs you will come up 
to them; and you will not unite with them, unleſs they 
will come down to you : whilſt, in the mean time, They 
acknowledge it materzally lawful to yield to you; and you 
acknowledge it materially lawful to comply with Them. 
This, then, 1s the profeſſed Principle both of Them, and 
Jou, That it is not reaſonable to do a thing materially laws 
ful, for the ſake of public Concord, and Unity. And, if 
there be any guilt in His Principle, you muſt both equally 
IDSA > ins x ae. as Es 

As for the Conſequences, in which bother Principle 
and theirs naturally ends, they muſtbe MElame, becauſe 
the Principle is the ſame, There can be no Union Th 
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by Them, or Joi; and the only way left by which the 
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be Diviſion ziinleſs this Principle be gi up, either 


World can he determined, whether of you have the grea- 
ter regard to Peace and Union, is by obſerving, which of 
you will firft recede from this Principle. If They ſhould 
recede from this Principle to meet Io; you have no way 
left, in which it is poſſible for you to convince the 
World that you deſired an Agreement, as much as 
they did. And if Ion recede from it to join with Them; 
all the World muſt own, that bu, Love and Defire 0 
Concord is greater than Theirs. And you cannot prove 
this by any other Argument imaginable. And fo the 
Conteſt now between you ſeems to be this, which of you 
ſhall moſt ſtifly adhere to the ſame Principle ; and which 
of you ſhall moſt obſtinately reſiſt all hopes of Peace, and 
Unity. Proceed in this glorious Strife; and guide your 
Pra@ice by the Principle you ſo much hate, and condemn 
in others, and fee what will be the bleſſed Fruits of it, 
and who will moſt rejoyce at it: But remember, that 
you can no more defend it in your ſelves, than you can 
bear with it in others, And conſider, what a wretched 
Eftate a Church and Nation are come to, when they that 
bate the Peace and Proſperity of them will compaſs Sea 
and Land, and do all unlawful things to diſturb and ruine 
them; and they that pretend moſt to Love, and deſire 
their Peace, and Proſperity, will not do all lawful things 
to purchaſe them, or ſacrifice the leaſt part of their own 
S heme to them. What is Chriſtian Moderation, unlefs it 
be a Temper of Mind, diſpoſing us to yield up Matters 
of leſſer Confideration, to the great Concerns of Love 
and Unity? Or, Is it only a Word, to be uſed, by ſome, 
when it will ſerve a purpoſe ; and, after that, to be ridi- 
culed, and expoſed : And by others to amuſe the World 
an a Diſputation, and make People think them the only 
Moderate 7 whilſt neither the one ſort, fior the 
other will yis wan Inch of their ground? What a Me- 
lancholly Proſpect muſt it afford us, to ſee the faint Dif- 
poſitions there are, on all ſides, to this Chriſfan Grace y 
when 
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when we conſider, that nothing but this can reſtore Unity 
and Happineſs to a divided Church, and Nation? 

And, that you may be the more ready to incline to 
thoughts of Union, and toreap the glory of ſuch a Com- 

liance, as I am now preſſing upon you : I ſhall put you 
n mind, that, as the Principle, on which your Separation 
is founded, is the ſame with that, on which others found 
their Reſolution of not yielding, in any thing, to your 

demands; and as the Conſequences of it are the ſame, ſo 
the Reaſons for their not yielding to Jon, are much the 
{ame with your Reaſons for not conſtantly communicating 
with them; and are taken, not from any thing unlawful 
in it ſelf, but from ſome Circumſtances attending upon it, 
exactly anſwering to thoſe Circumſtances which you have 
fixed upon conflant Communion. And this may help to 

make you ſenſible, that Fhey have, at leaft, as much 
Reaſon to expect your Compliance, and conſtant Communion, 
as Tow have to expect their Compliance and Acceptance of 
your Propoſitions. For inſtance, As, conflant Communion, 
repreſents the Wor ſhip of the Church of England as eligible, 
and preferable, which is contrary to your inward Senſe; and 
therefore, is unlawful ſo, their Compliance with you, 
would rx the Church of England as wanting Reforma- 
tion in all thoſe particulars which you inſiſt upon, which is con- 
trary to their inward Senſe, and, therefore, is unlawful, 
As, conflant Communion practicallyj betrays your Liberty, in 
compliance with rigorous Impoſers, and appears to acquit 
Eccleſiaſtical Aſſumers ; — therefore, is unlawful : So, 
their compliance with you would practically betray the Autho- 
rity of Governours, in compliance with Unreaſonable Separa- 
tits, and, would appear to acquit thoſe that had before ſepa» 
rated from the Church; and, therefore, is unlawful, As, 
conſtant Communion intimates, as if Divine Worſhip were not 
acceptable without the Formalities enjoyned in the Church of 
England, and, repreſents Chriſt's own Inſtitution as defecbive, 
and not orderly, or decent, without theſe Additions; and, 
therefore, is unlawful : So, their compliance with you, in 
the Alterations of theſe Formalities, and Additions, would 
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mtimate, as if Divine Worſhip were not as acceptable. with 
them, as without them, and, as if Chrift's own Inſtitution 
had received fome Injury from them, and been depraved by 
them; which is not true; and, therefore, their Compliance 
is as unlawful, as your conſtant Communion. As conſtant 
Communion is a pra ical diſowning, and condemning ot ber 
worſhipping Aſſemblies, and therefore, is unlawful.: 80 
their Compliance with you, in your demanded Alterations, 


would be a diſowning, aud condemning the Church of Eng- 


land, & it was before, and, an acquitting other wor (hipping 


Aſſemblies that had ſeparated from it, as if. they had bad 


Reaſon on their ſide ; and, therefore, is unlawful, And if 
theſe Circumſtances, as you ſay, make conftant Communion 
unlawful; though it be materially lawful,and conduce high- 
ly to our public Peace and Concord; then, you muſt 
grant, that the'Circumſtances which I have here reckoned 
up, do make ſuch a Compliance as you require, unlaw- 
Ful; though it be materially lawful, and very much con- 
duce to our Peace and Concord. And ſo, your conſtant 


Communion with Them, is as lawful, as their Compliance 
with Jou can be; becauſe their Compliance with Ion, you 


ſee, is as unlawful, as your conffant. Communion with Them, 
That is, in Truth, Neither the one, nor the othe?, As any 
more inlawful, than the greateſt Duties in the Chriſtian 
Religion are, But, indeed, this Doctrine of Circumſtances, 
when applied to a PraJice of ſuch moment as conſtant 
Communion with an Eftabliſhed Church, ſerves only to per- 
plex, and obſcure a very weighty and plain Duty; as, 
you ſee, on the other ſide, that this ſame Doctrine, when 
applied to a thing of ſuch moment as a Compliance with 
Tou, only tends to confound, and render intricate, what 
is, in your Opinions, not only lawful, but a moſt uſeful 
and neceſſary Duty. u gt 
And now, what is there, that can hinder you from 2 
Praice which you acknowledge to be materially lawful ; 
when by it you may contribute ſo very much to ſome 
of the nobleſt, and greateſt ends of Chriffiadity ? And, 
if you will not yet condeſcend to conflant Communion, Jo 
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the compaſling theſe Ends, tell us, what it is that you 
are willing to do towards it. If you ſay, That the way 
you are now engaged in tends. towards it; I have 
ſhewn, that this is not true; that it is doing Evil, that 
Good may come; and that your preſent Pra@ice is attended 
with as bad Circumſtancesas any, that can poſſibly be fix- 
ed upon conſtant Communion, and with much worſe Conſe- 
' quences , and therefore is much more unlawful. If you 
{till inſiſt, and reſolve ſo to do, upon your own Scheme 
of Amendment and Reformation; and will not conſtantly 
communicate, till that be entirely accepted; I need not 
obſerve, that this is declaring, that you will do nothing 
towards it: And Ihave before ſhewn, that your conffant 
Communion, even then, would be capable of as hemous 
Aggravations, as you have loaded it with ow ; and, 
therefore, is as lawful nom as it would be then: and, 
much more glorious, becauſe it could not then be the leaſt 
Demonſtration, that you had any regard to Peace, 
whereas it would be u the greateſt. There remain 
therefore only two ways, by which you can fairly make 
good, what you ſo frequently profeſs, That you truly 
deſire Concord and Unity. Either you muſt be willing to 
comply, and conſtantly communicate, upon the granting 
ſome part of your Scheme; or you muſt comply, as 
Affairs ſtand at preſent. Now, ſuppoſing ſome part of 
your Demands granted, it 1s eaſy to ſnew you, that the 
lame Circumſtances would accompany conſfant Communion 
then, which, you ſay, make it unlawful ow ; and any 
one may ſee it at firſt view. And yet, taking it for 
granted, that you would be conſtant Communicants, tho' 
your Scbeme were not entirely accepted; I argue, that, if 
your conflant Communion would be lawful then, it is fo 
ow, And from all this, I may, I think, ſafely con- 
Clude, Either that your conftant Communion would not be 
at any time, and upon any ſuppoſitions, lawful ; or, that 
it is now lawful. The former of theſe You will not al- 
low: therefore, You ought to allow the latter: And if 
You allow the latter, You muſt conſtantly my - 
wit 
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with the Eftablifhed Church; if it be true, that nothing, 
but the en of the Practice, hath hitherto Kept 
vou from it. At leaſt, it is but a reaſonable Requeſt to 
vou, Either leave off to lament our Breaches, and to ex- 


_ .claim againſt Thoſe, who will not heal them, by'a Con- 


pliance with Ton, which is materially lawful : or, do you 
"Tour ſelves heal them, by a e with Them, which 
you acknowledge to be materially lawful. ARE 
But you often tell us, as a Reaſon for your Separation; 
that the-waiting Time was over, and all hopes of Amendments 
at an end. And, accordingly, you have now tried Forty 
Tears Separation, to ſee, if this would procure any. Alte- 
rations. And what hath your Experience taught you? Do 
not you complain to this Day, that there is not the leaſt 


inclination in the Church-men, to admit a farther Refor- 


mation © Why then will not you try the ways of Peace 
and Unity once more? Which are at leaſt as likely to 
end in a greater Perfeftion, as the ways of Separation: 
And, Þ believe, much more fo. And, if there be not 
yet, after all your Trials, any hopes appearing of what, 
you ſay, you are labouring after; I am of opinion, that 


there cannot be a greater inducement to you, now to 
comply, than this is. For, if there be no hopes of other 


Men's Compliance with you, then, there are no hopes left 
of Peace, and Unity, without your Compliance with Them. 
And, therefore, if Peace and Unity be any thing more 
than Words; the Conſideration, that they are now to be 
purchaſed only by your. conſtant Communion, ought not to 
ſet you againſt it, but to engage you to it; untefs it be 


too great an inſtance of Condeſcenſior, to ſacrifice. the leaſt 


matters to ſuch Conſiderations. But, Ipray God to for- 
give thoſe, who think that a hardſhip and grievance, 
which they ought to eſteem one of the greateſt Honowrs 
they are capable of, on this fide Heaven. For, when 
can it be more truly honourable for you to conform, than 
when it is viſible, that you comply with others, becaufe 
They will not comply with Jou; and, when you demon- 
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ſtrate by this means, that Jou have a greater regard to 
Peace, and Unity, than They have? e FP 
And, now, after Ion have ſaid all that is poſſible in 
the Vindication of your Separation, and after I have ſaid 
all this to prove it to he unneceſſary ; it imports nothing, 
either for you toargue for your ſelves, from the Scripture- 
notion of Schiſm, and from the Writings of the Fathers, 
or for Me to turn ſuch Arguments againſt, You. For, 
we are both agreed, that all cauſeleſs Diviſions amongſt 
Chriſtians are to be avoided : And the Point in Queſtion 
15 not, How the word Schi ſin is uſed in Scripture; or, 
what the Fathers have ſaid of the Occaſions, and Nature of 
Schi ſin; but only this, / het her your Separation from the 
Church of England be neceſſary, or not? If it be not, you 
acknowledge it to be Schiſmatical; and, therefore, you 
endeavour to ſhew, that it is. If it be, We acknowledge 
it not to be Schiſmatical; and only endeavour to ſhew, 
that it is not. But whether it be ſo, or hot, cannot be 
thewn, either from the Scriptare-notzon of Schiſm, or from 
any Sayings of the Fathers. ttt dls. $45 
© You allege alſo in your own. Vindication the Judg- 
ment of Mr. Hales : And therefore, here I muſt take no- 
tice, that the Reader is very much miſtaken, if He ima» 
pine, that there is any thing in his V7itings to your pur- 
poſe, or, that you can defend your ſelves. by any thin 
you have tranſcribed from Him: though, if you coul 
I muſt put you in mind, that His Authority would ſigni- 
fy no more when alleged for You, than You would allow 
it to ſignify; were it alleged again Lou. That great Man 
lays, indeed, that the word Schiſin is often ſo uſed, That 
it is only a Theological Scare- crow But He ſays alſo, That 
it is a deadly Crime, here it is not by imputation but in deed. 
He ſays indeed, that where cauſe of Schiſm- is neceſſary, 
there not He that ſeparates, but He that occaſions the Sepa- 


ration, is the Schiſmatic ; But He ſays alſo, in ſo many 


Words, That in Schiſms, which concern Fad, nothing can 


be ajuſt Canſe of refuſal of Communion, but only. to require 
the Execution of ſome unlawful, or ſuſpected Ad; that is, 
| 2 | ing 


nothing 
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nothing but what renders occaſional Communion unlawful, 
as well as conflant Communion. And from hence it is plain, 
that He never ſo much as dream't of a Separation joined 
with occaſional Communion; and little thought, that conſtant 
Communion with a Church, which doth not require the Exe+ 
cution of any Ad, which you think, or ſuſpect to be un- 
lawful, could be rendred ſinful, by ſuch Circumſtances as 
vou have fixed upon it. If there were any thing neceſ- 
fary to your Communion with the Church of England, which 
yon did but ſuſpe# to be unlawful, this would hinder 
your occaſional Communion, as effectually as your conftant 
Communion. But you are thoroughty ſatisfied, That Com- 
munion with this Church, is materially lawful ; and there- 
fore, you are as much condemned by Mr. Hales, as by 
- Any one; who, tho' He excuſe thoſe who judge, or 
ſuſpect it to be materially unlawful, yet He abſolutely 
condemns both your Principles and Practice. He ſays 
indeed, That when either falſe, or uncertain Concluſions are 
obtruded for Truth, and Ads either unlawful, or miniſtring 
Juſt ſcruple, are required of us to be performed: In theſe 
Caſes, conſent were Conſpiracy, and open conteſtation is not 
Fation or Schiſm, but due Chriſtian Animoſity ; And that it 
3s alike unlawful to make profeſſion of known, or ſuſpected 
Falſhoods, as to put in practice unlawful, or ſuſpected Adi. 
ons. But what is this to you, who allow Communion with 
our Church to be materially lawful , and conſequently, 
who acknowledge, that, in order to it, you are neither 
required to make prof2 ſion of known, or ſuſpected Falſhoods; 
or to put in practice, unlawful or ſuſpected Actions? Another 
Principle I find attributed to Him, Abridg. p. 647. That 
F things be impoſed, under the notion cf indifferent, which 
many think ſinful, and a Schiſm follow thereupon, the In- 
po ſers are the Schiſmatics : which J do not find ſo ex- 
Preſſed by Himſelf; and, if too ſtrictly underſtood, I 
am certain, 1s contrary both to his Principles, and Tours. 
But, granting this to be His Principle, what if things be 
zmpo ſed, which are not thought ſinful, and a Schi ſin fol- 
low? Will this Principle excuſe the Separation of * 
e . who 
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whathink that the things impoſed are not ſinful, as you 
do? But I wiſh that, inſtead: of picking a Sentence, 
or Two, out of his Writings, you would ſeriouſly 
conſider what there is to be found in them irrecon- 
cileable to your Practice. For then, you might per- 
haps be ſenſible, That, as it is a fault in Superiouyt, not 
to yield, in a matter of ſmall Concern, to the imbecillities 
of Inferiours; ſo it is, much more, in Inferiours, not to 
yield, in Points materially lawful, to the Authority of 
Superiours. And, ſure, you could not be ſo fond of 
charging the guilt of your $S:hiſm, on the ſide of the Im- 
poſers, upon his — when you find it to be his 
Opinion, that there are Schiſms, in which both Parts are 
the S. hi ſmatics; and remember, that as They will not 
yield up, what they grant not to be neceſſary; ſo Ion 
will not practice what you grant not to be ſinful; and that 
Tow, as well as They will not do what You acknow- 
ledge to be materially lawful, inorder to put an end to this 
Lou often inſinuate, that your Separation from the 
Church of England is founded upon the ſame Arguments, 
on which the Separation of the Church of England from 
the Church of Rome is founded. But I wonder with 
what Juſtice this can be ſaid by Ton, who think that 
nothing is required in the Church of England, but what 
is materially lawful. For, Did any of our Reformers 
think it mater ially lawful to join in public Worſhip with 
that Church? Did ever any of them occafionally com- 
municate with it, and argue againſt conſtant Communion, 


not from any thing unlawful in the thing it ſelf, but, 


from ſome imagined Circumſtances, equally applicable 
to other parts of their Practice? If they did not, 
then Your Separation is not founded upon the Princi- 
ples, on which They ſeparated. And You ought, in 
Juſtice, either to give up ſuch Rea ſonings as theſe, or, 
fairly to acknowledge, that the Proteſtant Separation 
from the Church of Rome, was built upon Founda- 
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* Which You can add to what hath been already allege 
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tions wholly different from thoſe, on which Your Sepa- 
ration from the Church of England 1s built, ? | 
But it is time for me to conclude. I had a deſign of 
adding ſome few Conſiderations more relating to ſome 
other Parts of Mr. Calamy's Book, and the Methods there 
taken for the ſupporting, and eſtabliſhing your Cauſe, 
But I have already run out into a greater length, than I 
thought of, in ſpeaking to what is more material to the 
great point between Us: and, I am ſure, You will agree 
with me, either, that I have already {aid what is ſuffici- 
ent to recommend Conformity to You ; or, that nothing, 
that I could farther allege, would ſignify any thing to- 
wards it. However, If there be any thing in any part of 
that Book, which I have not regarded ; or any thing, 
on which You will ſay that your Cauſe doth in the leaſt 
depend : I promiſe, that Iwill give it all due conſidera- 
tion. In the mean while, give me leave to think, that I 
have advanced ſomething, in all that I have ſaid, which 
ma make yon a little doubtful of the Excellence of your 
Cauſe; and incline you to think ſomewhat more favoura- 
bly of Conformity, than you have hitherto appeared to do. 
You muſt, of Neceſſity, either conform, or ſeparate. And, 
therefore, if IJ have ſail but barely enough to make it a 
doubtful point, Whether of the two you ought to chuſe; 


conſider, laſt of all, that there are marry, and weighty 


Arguments to determine you to Conformity; and remem- 
ber, that it is your own Conceſſion, That you ought to 
be much more willing to attend to any Reaſons that can 
engage you to that, than to find out Enaſions,: and Arts, 
for the keeping on foot our unhappy Diviſions. It is in 


Four Power to put mighty ſtop to them; and, I pray 


God, it may, at length, be in your Will. 
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Have here ſent you my 1 upon your _Deftnſs, | 
of moderate . Which I thonght neceſ-. 
' ſary to do, in Juſtice; both to my ſelf; = and to. the. 
Can ſe of Truth. And I ſhall not detain you from. 
them any longer, than whilſt Lentreat you to examine 
them with ſuch Candour, and parti, 48 dernen A 
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I 1 expected that I ſhould here diſcourſe as” 


largely concernin todo Epiſe 1127 Ordination. 48 Jun have 
given me occaſion to do, | 
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Subject to a diſtin Treatiſe ; which may quickly follow 
theſe Papers. And, in that, what I haye already ſaid 
with relation to the Point of Ordination, ſnall be confirm'd, 
and defended; and whatever you have advanced on that 
Head, ſhall be fairly, and thoroughly conſidered. And 
I may the rather be permitted to dothis, becauſe this Sub- 
ject is of very little Concern to the Cauſe between us, how 
conſiderable ſoever it be in it ſelf. Far you muſt be ſen- 
ſible, (as unwilling as you are, that I ſhould be thought 
by your Readers to ſtate the Queſtion aright) that, ſuppo- 
ſing an Original Right in Presbyters to Ordain be granted; 
and ſuppoſing all you have ſaid againſt the pecuhar Right 
of Biſbops to be true: yet {till the gain. of this Right 
may be defenſible in Jou; and the preſent Right of Bi- 
ſhops ſtand unmoved, as long as you acknowledge the 
Lawfulneſs of the preſent Method; unleſs you will put 
the whole upon the Neceſity of your Separation, and prove 
the Obligation Tou are under now, of claiming and ex- 
erciſing this Right. This is what the Fre, now de- 
pending (as you have ſtated it your ſelf) muſt be reſol- 
ved into, at laſt. For moderate Nonconformity can never 
be proved juſti fable, hut by demonſtrating that Neceſity 
and Obligation. And you muſt give me leave to ſay it 
again, that this Neceſity and Obligation can never be de- 
monſtrated, but by demonſtrating that conſtant Lay- Con- 
Formity to the Effabliſhed Church is circumftantially unlawful. 
I might, therefore, here, only obſerve that whatever you 
have hitherto written in Defenſe of moderate Nonconformi- 
ty toucheth not the Point: And ſo wait for the only mate- 
rial part of the Controverſy, which is yet behind. For it 
doth not follow, that becauſe, your Re-ordination is a hard, 
and unreaſonable Term, therefore, the People are obliged 
to ſeparate from our Churcb. It doth not follow, that 
becauſe Tony cannot comply with the other Terms of Mi- 
mifterial 7 8 therefore the Nonconformity of your 
People is juſtifiable. But, becauſe one End I propoſed to 
my ſelf in writing, was a Vindication of our own Confor- 
mity, who are Miniſters in this Church, I therefore think 


my 
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my ſelf obliged to conſider what you have again ad- 
yanced againſt the Terms of Miniſterial Conformity : But l 
muſt premiſe this Advertiſement, that granting the Truth 
of all you have ſaid againſt theſe Terms, you are not ad- 
vanced one Step towards the Proof of the Afirmative ſide 
of your Que ſtion; and that ſhould this Reply be as weak, 
and inſignificant as you have repreſented my former 
Writings to be, it would ftill remain upon Ton, to ju- 
fify the Nonconformity of your People, or to give up your 
Cauſe, It being, therefore, for our own V indication, that 
I now conſider again theſe Terms of Miniſterial Confor- 
mity (and not becauſe they belong to the Queſtion, as 
you your {elf have ſtated it) it is ſufficient for my Pur- 
poſe to obſerve concerning the fi of them, viz. Epiſcopal 
Ordination, that you your ſelves allow it lawful: 

therefore, in ſubmitting to that, we do nothing, but 
what you your ſelyes acknowledge it lawful to do; and 
what you your ſelves would do, were it not for ſome 
accidental Circumſtances, not touching the Lawfulneſs of 
the thing it ſelf. And ſoI may with the greater Liberty 
paſs on to the other Terms of Miniſterial Conformity, ſcru- 
pled by Ion, and your Brethren, b 
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oy Set. 1. Of the Subſcription. 
T HE #-f. Thing you are pleaſed to find fault with 
in my Book, upon this Head, js, that I ſay, that 


T never beard that the Subſcription was eſſeem d any confidera- 
ble Dificulty. Upon which, you let the World know, 


how neceſlary it is to join Hiſtory and Argument together, 
pithone Mück ft ger Mil r. 
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bate of this Nature. And preſently, you give us an hifto- 
rical Account of the Subſcriptions that have been required, 
and of the Scruples of thoſe whom yon call your Prede- 
cefſors about them: Which I venture to affirm, to be of 
no Concern to the Debate between us, but rather to tend 
to the reviving former Animoſities amongſt us. The De- 
bate between us is, in your own Words, whether moderate 
Nonconformity be juſtifiable, Now ſuppoſing the Subſcrip- 


tion required in 1603 hath been eſteem d a confiderable Dif- 


Feulty, it toucheth not this Debate: Becauſe that will not 
prove either that the Objections againſt it are reaſonable; 
or that you are obliged to follow your Predeceſſors in 
their Opinions concerning it; or, that you muſt, there- 
fore, ſeparate from the Church of England, Much leſs will 
the Hiſtory of other Subſcriptions required before this, 
prove any thing of this nature; or fo much as that Iam 
miſtaken, in ſaying, that this laſt Subſcription hath not 
been efteem'd any conſiderable Difficulty. But, in order 
to ſhew the World how free you are of your b:ftorical 
Colle#7ons of this nature (that may draw the Readers 
Mind aſide from the main Point, but can never enlighten 
it) I muſt tell you, what you your ſelf could not but 
know, that I was there ſpeaking only of the ejected, 


and preſent non-conforming Miniſter's, and of this Subſcrip- 


tion ſince the Time of the Act of Uniformity. Now you 

allow your ſelf what I ſay, that it hath not 
P. II. p. 115- been ſpoken of ſince that Time, as any con- 
©  fiderable Diſiculty. And then, to what pur- 
Poſe was it to give us an Hiſtory of Rigors, and Scruples, 


all before the Time plainly intended? Or, how can this 
ſhew that the ejedted Miniſters have ſince 1662 repreſent- 


ed the Subſcription, about which we are ſpeaking, as a 
confiderable Diſiculty; unleſs you will ſay, they muſt be 
ſuppoſed to approve and practiſe, every thing ſaid, and 
done in former Days. This biftorical Account, therefore, 
cannot be neceflary to the Debate between us, nor the 
Jeaſt Proof that Pwas miſtaken when I ſuppoſed, that it 
was not ever ferm d any conſiderable Dificulty,by the Per- 
+55. wil 33 ſons 
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4 ſons T was concerned with. And if you will now ſay in 
the Name of your Bretbyen, that it is at preſent ſo eſteem- 
ed; yet what I ſaid may be true: And I can eaſily be- 
lieve yon, without the Uneaſineſs of reading of Rigors, and 
Worryings, and Silencings, long ſince paſt : long enough 
indeed to be forgotten by all who ſtudy Peace and 
Charly. noun pin fig ö 
But however this be, methinks you ſhould not have 
wholly neglected what I offered, to ſhew that the Sub- 
ſcription could not reaſonably be efteemed any configerable 
Dificulty, by any who thought the Common-Prayer-Book fit 
to be uſed in the public Service of God, and the Admini- 
2 of the Sacraments. And I cannot imagine it ſhould 
e eſteemed, even by Ton, an unreaſonable Jm, or, in 
the leaſt injurious, either to the Worſhip of God, or to 
the due Adminiſtration of the Sacraments, that all who 
miniſter in the Eſtabliſhed Church, ſhould promiſe to uſe 
this Liturgy :' Since you your ſelves, as I ſhall have oc- 
caſion to ſhew hereafter, have profeſſed a Readineſs to 
comply conſtantly with one particular Liturgy ; and no 
Form can be ſo framed, as that ſome, or other ſhall not 
ſcruple it. But let us return to the Declaration of Aſſent 

aud Con ſent. ihne 405 


Sect. 2. Of the true Interpretation of this Declaration. N 


I order to ſhew that this Declaration. extended only 
to the Uſe of the Common-Prayer-Book, I obſerved that 
the Act it ſelf requires us to confine this Aſſent and 
Conſent both, to the Uſe only of this Book. The Para- 
graph then referr'd to is the moſt conſiderable, and 
ought to be of the greateſt force, in this Debate, of any 
Paragraph in the whole Act: Becauſe it is the Paragraph 
immediately going before the Declaration it ſelf, and pro- 
teſſedly undertaking to determine the Senſe of the Words 
required to be uſed upon this Occaſion. And, that all 
Perſons my judge of the Weight of this Argument, I 
Mall here tranſcribe part of the ParagraphI ſpeak of. And. 
| to 
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to the end that Uniformity in the public Worſhip of God may 
be ſpecdily effected (which Uniformity may certainly be f 
Feed by the uſe only of one Form of public Worſhip, 
from whence we may draw another Argument to eſta- 
bliſh our Senſe) Be it enafed, that every Perſon, &c. fhall 
openly read the Common-Prayer, and after ſuch reading there- 
of, ſhall openly, and publicly, declare his unfergned Aſſent and 
| Conſent, (both) to the uſe of all Things in the ſaid Book con- 
tained, and preſcribed, in theſe Words, and no other. Then 
follows the Form of Words to be uſed. Now, it is hard- 
Iy poſſible to believe, that, if it had been the Deſign of 
our Lexiſtators then aſſembled, that both Aſſent and Con- 
ſeut ſhould not be confined to the Uſe of the Common- 
Prayer-Book, they themſelves would have ſo confined 
them ini the principal Paragraph in the whole Act, and 
leave their true Senſe and Intention to be diſcovered in 
another, leſs obſervable, and leſs important Paragraph, 
But that this may not ſeem a Miſtake, or Overſight in 
them, it is again repeated in the next Paragraph but one, 
that every Perſon who ſhall bereafter be collated to any Bene- 
Ice, 8c. ſhall declare his unfeigned Aſſent and Conſent, (both) 
to the Uſe of all Things, &c. I know not what can be 
more evident than this, and yet I ſee you think your 
ſelf obliged ſtill to oppoſe this Senſe ; not by denying ' 
that theſe Expreſſions are in the Act, or that they do 
not ſo confine the Declaration of Aſſent and Coxſent; for 
theſe Things are too plain to be denied: But by other 
Arguments. Before, therefore, I proceed to — 7 your 
Reaſonings againſt this Senſe of the Declaration, I lay 
down this, which you have not yet in the leaſt endea- 
voured to contradict or diſprove, viz, That the Ad it 
ſelf, which requires this Declaration of Aſſent and Conſent, 
doth, in plain and expreſs Words, and ſuch as are not 
capable of any other Interpretation, confine this Aſſent 
and Conſent, both, to the Uſeof the Common-Prayer-Book z 
and that in the Two principal Paragraphs of the whole 
Ad, the one immediately going before the Declaration it 
ſelf, and the other preſently following it, Who would 


not 
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not think that it were ſufficient Satisfaction to any un- 
derſtending Men to ſee this with their Eyes? Or, who 
would think it worth any Perſons while to ſearch qut 
any Arguments againſt ſo plain a Matter? But I come 
now to examine of what Force your Objections are, in 
compariſon of the Weight af this plain Propoſition. 

Your fir Objedion is, that it i ſcarce Juppoſable that 
this Declaration was deligned'to reſpett the Uſe only of 
the Common-Prayer-Book, becauſe the conftant Uſe of it was 
required long before the Ad of Umformity-was framed. But 
what can it avail, to argue from a Probability againſt ex- 
preſs Words ? Or from what we think ought to be done 
in any Caſe, to what is actually done? I will give you 
an Inſtance out of this very Ad, and ſuch an one as was 
never conteſted by you, to put it paſt all Doubt that this 
Argument of yours is of no force. Conſtant Conformity to 
the Common-Prayer-Book, was required long before this Ad = 
Uniformity was framed ;, and yet one thing required of Mi- 
niſters by this Ad, is to ſubſcribe this Declaration, that they 
will conform to the Liturgy of the Church of England, as it 
it now by Law eſtabliſhed. What will you ſay therefore? 
that to conform to the Liturgy, muſt not reſpect only the 
Uſe of it, becauſe this was required long before ? Or, that 
the Parliament hath actually requiredit again, tho'it were 
required before? If fo, then the Declaration of Aſſent and 
Conſent may as well reſpe& only the Uſe, notwithſtanding 
your Argument. Nay, you tell us your ſelf in this 
Book, p. 124. That a Conſent is ſuppoſed to have gone be- 
fore; and that the Subſcription is an Engagement to uſe the 
Common-Prayer. And yet you acknowledge that this En- 
gage ment is here repeated, and required fo to be in this 
Word Conſent. Why, therefore, may it not be repeated 
in the Word Aſſent alſo? Or why will you argue from 
hence that ſomething more muſt be intended, when you 
muſt own your ſelf, that notwithſtanding the Engage- 
ment by Subſcription to uſe the Liturgy, the Parliament 
hath enforced it in this Ad by another Subſcription, and 
a Declaration of Conformity to it, and by Conſent to 5 
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Is it not probable ſrom hence, that Aſſent alſo may 
mean the ſame thing, (nothing being pretended from 
any plain Words in the Ad to the contrary) rather than 
that ſomething farther is meant by this ſingle Word. But 
it rather ſeems to have been the Deſign of our Legiſlators, 
whenall things had been out of Courſe, and Alterations 
were made in the Litnrgy, to bring Men under greater 
and more ſolemn Obligations to a conſtant Uſe of it: 
And as long as I think the conſtant Uſe of it lawful, I 
Mall be ready to promiſe to uſe it, as often, and after 
'as different Manners, as my Governors are very likely to 
oblige me to doit. One thing more I have to offer up- 
on this Head, that you argue from the Subſcription requi- 
red before, that this Declaration muſt intend ſomething 
more than Uſe : From whence I collect, that it is your 
Opinion that that Subſcription extends to nothing but the 
Uſe of the'Common-Prayer-Book, and not the Approbation 
of it, as diſtinct from the Uſe, For if it extend to the 
Approbation, then your Argument here will extend to it 
Aikeuile, and prove againſt your ſelf, that the Approba- 
tion of the Common -Prayer-Rooł, cannot be intended in this 
Declaration, becauſe that was required long before the Ad 
of Uniformity was fermed. So that, whether the Sub ſcri 
tion, before required, extend to the Uſe only, or to thy 
Approbation alſo of the R here is a 
plain Anſwer given to your Argument taken from thence: 


And fol leave you to anſwer for your Reflexions upon 
our Legiſlators. KORS Av 
Your Second Argument againſt confining Aſſent and 
Confent to the Uſe only of the eſtabliſhed Liturgy, is this, 
that the Legiſlators themſelves have declared againſt this 
Senſe. My Propoſition before laid down, is this, that 
they have, themſelves, ſo confined them, in the Two 
principal Paragraphs of this very Ad, in which chiefly 
we are obliged to lool after their Senſe. But who would 
Not think by what you at firſt allege here, that they had 
in as public a manner revoked and repealed theſe Pa- 
ragraphs, and declared, by Act of Parliament, that, 
whereas 


— 
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whereas they had formerly fo confined this Declaration, 
they now enact the contrary, or ſomething like this? I 
am ſure nothing leſs than this can excufe me from not 
confining it after the manner, in which I am command- 
ed to doit ſo expreſſy in thoſe Paragraphs. But nothing 
like this is here pretended. For taking the whole Ac- . 
count as you relate it (the Truth of which T have heard 
much conteſted) all that appears from it is this, that a 
Majority of the Houſe of Lords thought the very Form 
of Declaration capable of this Senſe; and that a Majo- 
rity of the Houſe of Commons did not think fit to agree 
to the patting in any ſuch Clauſe as that fent them by 
the Lords. But it doth not appear whether they refuſed 
this Clauſe, becauſe they thought the Declaration never 
was deſigned to be ſo confined ; or becauſe they thought 
it ſufficiently ſo confined in the Ad it ſelf, But neither 
1s the Opinion of the Majority of the Houſe of Lords, 
nor of the Houſe of Commons an Act of Parliament ; nor 
can it he the Duty of any Man to attend to fuch a pri- 
vate Story as this, more than to the expreſs Words of the 
Act it ſelf. Nay, even upon Suppoſition that a Majority 
of the Houſe of Commons thought the Declaration un- 
capable of our Senſe, (which yet doth not at all appear) 
this cannot be a better Argument againſt this Senſe, than 
the Opinion of the Majority of the Houſe of Lords is 
for it. But I wonder how you can infer from this ob- 
ſcure Story, either that the Commons thought the De- 
claration, uncapableof this Senſe; or, ſuppoſing this, that 
they drew over the Lords to think fo: When it is ſo 
evident that the Commons often refuſe Amendments, the 
Matter of which they believe to be true, and might re- 
fuſe this, only becauſe they thought it unneceſſary; and 
that the Lords often drop Amendments, without acknow- 
ledging the Ground of them to be falſe; and might 
drop this, becauſe they were brought over to think it 
unneceſſary. But ſuppoſing all that you would have, 
that both Lords and Commons did, in effect, declare 
by their paſſing the Bill mentioned without this Amend- 
iy | = | ment, 
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ment, that it was not ſufficient to take the Declaration 
in that Senſe, I ſay that this cannot, without an expreſs 
Clauſe in the 4d it ſelf, revoke and repeal the plain 
Words of another Ad. Nor can this obſcure and nega- 
tive Argument diſoblige any from Obedience to the po- 
ſitive and expreſs Law of the Kingdom. Nor can this Ac- 
count of the Proceedings of Parliament prove that their ex- 
preſs Words the Year before are not to be regarded ; or 
that they did not confine this Declaration to the Uſe only, 
when they themſelves tell us, not in effect, but in ſo many 
Words, they did. I cannot but think it of ill Conſe- 
quence, when there are ſuch expreſs Words to guide us, 
to hunt after private Stories, which no Body is obliged 
ſo much as to know; and to argue againſt a Senſe given 


by the Law it ſelf, from ſuch Accounts as but few are 


capable of judging whether they be true or falſe. For 
my part, I cannot but think it my Duty to regard the 
AT it ſelf, and if I do that, I cannot give my Aſent 
and Confert to any thing but the Uſe of the Commou-Pray- 
er-Book; and can eaſily ſatisfy my Conſcience without 
ſearching the Fournal of the Honſe of Lords. And all 
; this being conſidered, my Inſtances of Dr. Bates 
p. I p. 38- and others are ſo much to the purpoſe, that 
an Argument a fortiori, may ſtill be taken 

from them. How far I have acted upon a different Senſe 
from that of the Legiſlators, or perſuaded others to do ſo, 
appears from the Two Paragraphs I have tranſcribed from 
the Ad it ſelf, which you diſregard wholly, for the. ſake 
of a private Story, and yet pretend to follow the Senſe of 
the Legiſlators who made this AE. 
Your Third Argument is this, that there is that in the 
AT of Uniformity it ſelf that plainly confronts the Senſe given 
by me. I anſwer, that I have given no Senſe of this 
Declaration, but what the Ad it ſelf commands me to 
give. I have tranſcribed the Words. The Ad ſays ex- 
preſly in the Two principal Paragraphs in it, that we 
mult declare our Aſſent and Conſent (both) to the Uſe of the 
Common Fraye/- Book. And this is all that I fay ; not 7 
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much as pretending to bring an Interpretation of what 


needs none; and what is ſo plain that it cannot be ca- 
pable of Two Senſes. Now, therefore, what muſt we 
do, ſuppoſing, in the Cafe of Lecturers, in ſome of the 
following Paragraphs the Ad requires, that they ſhould 
declare their Aſſent and Conſent unto, and Approbation 
of, the Book of Common-Prayer © Shall we interpret Two 


3 Paragraphs of the A, and thoſe fuch às are un- 
b 


capable of your Senſe, and ſuch as concern the moſt con- 


ſiderable Perſons in the Church, by other leſs important 


Paragraphs, more obſcurely expreſſed, in Words of a leſs 


determinate Signification, merely. becauſe you# Senſe is 


the hardeſt? I do not think that Ledtureri were deſigned 
to be more hardly put to it, as you expreſs it, than others; 
but I think; that, however the difference of Expreflion 
came in, what is ſaid of themought to be interpreted by 
the more principal Paragraphs in the Act, rather than the 
principal Paragraphs by others, And be it ſo, that ſome- 


thing beſides Aſſnt and Conſent to the Uſe is required of 


Lecturers, can you give any tolerable Reaſon why this 


Aſent and Conſent ſhould be ſo expreſly confined ts the 


e only, in the principal, and moſt important Paragraphs 
of the whole AZ? Or, if ſomething farther be required 
of Lecturers, then Lecturers only muſt regard it; =o as 
for other's, it is impoſſible they ſhould interpret what-the 
Act requires of them, by what you ſuppoſe it to require 
of Lecturers; it being expreſſy required of every 2 
put into any Eccleſiaſtical Benefce, or Promotion, to dec lar- 
his unfeigned Aſſent and Conſent, (both) to the Uſe of the Book 
of Common-Prayer, And, laſt of all, fuppoling the Ad 
had expreſly contradicted it ſelf, if it had not been after 
ſuch a manner, as expreſly. to repeal what had gone be- 
fore, it is impoſſible almoſt: for you to fuppoſe Words, 
which would more plainly ſignify the Sente Fon coirtend 
for, than the Words I have now produced, ſignify, that 


we are to confine both Aſſent and Conſent to the Uſe of 
the Book. And what muſt we do; ſuppoling ſuch à Contra- 
diction; ſuppoſing that in the principal Paragraph we. 
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ſhould be commanded to give Aſent and Conſent to the 
Uſe, and in another, leſs principal, to give Conſent to the 
Uſe and Aſent to ſomething cle? I ſhould think that 
any ſincere Perſon may ſatisfy his Conſcience, though he 
ſhould chufe the ſofteft Interpretation; nay, tho' hefhould 
endeavour to perſuade others to do ſo too, But this is 


far frombeing the C e hon rains, 
As to your Fourth Obſervation, it is only this, that a 
Perſon who gives his Aſſent and Conſent to the Uſe of this 
Book, muſt be ſatisfied of the Truth and Warrantableneſs, 
of what is preſcribed in it; And I know no Perſon who 
contratiQs che „mne ne 2 7 EEK 274 
Thus have J examined your Ol jections againſt my Senſe 
of the Declaration, i. e. the Senſe which the Ad it ſelf puis 
upon it, in the Faragraph immediately going before it. 
But ſince you deſire farther that the Words in which this 
famous Declaration runs, may be conſidered, I will follow 
vou, to fee if you can offer any thing againſt the Lawful- 
mNels Of tt; 18 ; F eee 
1 You obſerve, zt muff be an unfeigned Aſſent and Cor 
ent ; and, not content with: obſerving this, you give us 
a pretty Story in the Margin, of a certain Diſſenting Mini- 
ſter, which I will not repeat, but muſt be ſo free As to 
Jer you know, that T wonder how yon can anſwer to 
Four Conſcience, the bringing fo ludicrous and bantering 
piece of Wit, (if I may be pardoned for calling that fo, 
which hath neither Sen ſe nor good Manners in it) into ſo 
ſerious a Controverſy; and to inform you, that I cannot 


think it for the Credit, either of the Perſon who wWwas ſo 


Facetious, or of your Cauſe, to vent what tends only to 
very bad Conſequences. But who could think, that 
when we are required togive Aſſent, it ſuould be thought 

à difficulty that it ſhould he a fincere and unfeigued one? 
Though I know not why I ſhould wonder at this, when! 
remember you'repreſentit as a difficulty that the Sub- 
ſcription was required to be ex animo, i. e. wnifeagned. This 
word infeigned ſeems to you to have a- Retreſpefion to 
former Times, and to be inſerted againſt the Old Pure 
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tans Who complied heretofore : And it alſo proves, ac- 
cording to you, that this Declaration reſpects not the uſe 
only, Feciiile the guard of ſuch a Word would hot then 
have been needful. Now, what Fence can there poſſibly 
be againſt ſach Comments, and ſuch ſtrange Suppoſitions as 
this? Doth this look as if you were willing to put any 
Interpretation, that you think tolerable, upon the Terms 
of Gon ? However, your Predeceſſors are obliged to 
you, for leading People to think'that they were not heres 
tofore hearty and fincere, when they made ſolemn pro- 
miſes of Compliance. For if they were, then the word 
unfeigned cannot regard them. Nor indeed can it poſſr- 
bly be a difficulty to any Perſon who could declare his 
Aſſent and Conſent without this Word; unleſs there be any 
who could ſolemnly declare them, without Sincerity, or 
an intention of regarding ſuch a Declaration: And if 
there be any ſuch, no Form of Words can hold the 
But what you can mean, when you- ſay; that the guard 
of this Word would not have been needful, had the *#/# 
only been here intended, I am utterly at a loſs to know ; 
unleſs you would have People believe that it is nonſenſe 
to make an unfeigned Promiſe to uſe this Book. For the 
word unfeigned is joined to Aſent and Conſent: And the 
meaning of the Declaration is plainly this, Ido here de- 
clare my ſincere or unfeigued Reſulution to uſe this Book. 
But let us ſee, how you argue in this place. Tou your 
ſelf join the word unfeigned to Conſent, as well as Aſſent. 
If, therefore, it may be joined to Conſent, which you 
| ſay regards the Uſe; then Aſent alſo may regard the Uſe, 
tho" unfeigned be joined to it. You your ſelf ſay the Sub- 
ſcription was an Engagement to nſe the Common Prayer- Book; 
and yet this Subſcription (as you obſerved heretofore) was 
required to be made ex animo, i. e. unfeignediy; notwith- 
ſtanding that the Pra&ice of the Subſctibers world have 
betrayed them, if they had not kept their Nord. It there- 
fore nnfeiedly may be jained to the word ſubſcribe, when 
that refers to the uſe ; unfeigned may alſo be joined to 
Aſſent and Conſent, when they refer to the Uſe. And 
| n why 
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why then may we not declare our unfeigned or ſincere Re- 
ſolution, to uſe the Common-Prayer-Book, notwithſtanding 
that our Practice will betray us? If we were to make only a 
promiſe, would not this bind us? Is not a Promiſe al- 
ways underſtood to be a finoere Promiſe ? And is .it a 
Crime, or a Blunder, to annex that word to it? This 


Argument will prove that no Declaration is required of us 
concerning the Uſe of the Liturgy; becauſe there needs 
only an Injunction of Authority, and our Practice will Þ 
betray us if we neglect it. And ſo the Subſcription, the 
Declaration of Conſent, and of Conformity to the Liturgy, 


muſt neceſſarily be interpreted of ſomething elſe. But it 
is an amazing thing to find it here inſinuated, as if it 
were abfurd for our Legiſlators to oblige Mimfters to de- 
clare their ſincere Reſolution of complying with a Liturgy, 
in an AF, the defign of which is only Uniformity in pul- 
lic Worſhip : And J am forry to find that you can think 


it worth your while to invent ſach Obſervations as 


ths; . d | 

2. You obſerve, There muſt be both an Aſſent and a Con. 
ſent. Now the only Point here is, whether both theſe 
Words may not fairly be applied to one thing, the U 
only of the Liturgy ; not what the ſignification of. theſe 
Words is, which cannot be determined without knowing 
what they relate to. What I affirm here is, that they 
are both in this very A, ſeveral times, applied to one 
thing, and particularly to the uſe of this Liturgy, Two 
Paragraphs I have produced already, in which they axe 


both expreſsly confined to the uſe of the Common-Prayer-| 


-Bgok , and theſe the two moſt material Paragraphs in the 
Ad. In this ſame Act, in the Paragraph which you al. 
lege about the Caſe of Ledurers, the word Aſſent (about 
which only we diſpute) is by it ſelf applied to the uſ 
of all things preſcribed-in this Book. And in the Para 
graph before that, Aſſent and Conſent, both, are firſt ap 
plied to the Book it ſelf, and then to the »ſegof it. All 
which plainly ſhews, both that they may fairly be ap 
plied to one and the ſame thing; and that they are 150 
$ - apptic 
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applied to the aſeof this Book, in this Ad it ſelf. Can 
there need any thing more to ſatisfy you in this Point? 
What if Aſent and Conſent differ ordinarily in their ſig- 
nification? This will not prove that they may not be 
applied both to one thing, or, that they ought not to be 
ſo, when the Ad it ſelf hath fo applied them. 
I muſt obſerve here, that you wholly neg- P Ip. 39 . 
le& what I have before offered, concerning 
the Cuſtom, in Forms of Law, of applying two or more 
Words, which have ſome difference in their Signification, 
to one and the ſame thing. And IJ am ſure I may ſay, 
that it is much more probable, at leaſt, from the num- 
berleſs Inſtances of this Nature, that theſe two Words 
were deſigned to be applied to one thing, than it can be 
that they were deſigned for two: For I believe you 
would find it hard to produce any Inſtances, where two 
Words, thus joined together in a Form of Law, are ap- 
plied to two differing things. F 

3. You obferve that this Aſſent and Conſent muff be to all, 
and every thing, i. e. to the Uſe of every thing in the Com- 
mon-Prayer-Book ; as I have already ſufficiently proved. 
And in this I am no farther concerned. And now from 
the whole let the Reader judge, whether I had not reaſon 
to ſay what I' did on this Head. But I wonder you till 
go on to propagate unreaſonable Hyperboles ; fuch as you 


| will not ſay plainly you can defend, or approve of, in a 
| Book in which you undertake togiveus the Stable Pyinci- 
ples of Non-conformity ; without putting any plain mark 


or diſlike upon them, or warning your Readers ſufficient- 
Iy againſt them. Are you obliged in an Abridgment of 
the Reaſonings of the Ejeded Miniſters to give us every 


thing they ſay, or the moſt unreaſonable part of it? If 


not, why ſhould it ſtill ſtand in your Book, that Words 

could ſcarce be deviſed by the Wit of Man more full and fig- 
niſſcant, &c. Or, why ſhould you not plainly profeſs your 
ſelf againſtſuch Aggravations? But if youlook into my 


Hook again, you will find that you had no Reaſon to find 
fault with me for calling this your Comment + For yu 
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will ſee, that it is a miſtake of your own, and that I 
ſpeak not to you, but to the Ejefed and Diſſenting-Mini- 
fers, and mean à Comment made by one of them; and 
that when I ſpeak of you particularly, I ſpeak moſt com- 
monly in the third Perſon. . | 
Bo I did blame you indeed very ſeverely for 
P. I. p. 32. your quoting thoſe ridiculous Paſſages out 
TY of Dr. Swadlin, a poor neglected Author, | 
and for drawing an Argument from his Frenzy againſt | 
Aſſent and Conſent, to the Common-Prayer-Book, becauſe | 
{uh Stories. ſo brought in, are nothing to the Cauſe, and | 
only tend to wilify and ridicule the Common-Prayer-Book, and | 
to ſet us at an irreconcileable diſtance from on? another, and 
the like. And is it not indeed an inexcuſable Fault in 
one, who frequently alleges in his own defenſe, that he 
was only an Abridger of the Senſe,of the Ejeded Mini- 
flers, himſelf to draw in ſuch a ridicylous Quotation out | 
oi a diſtracted Author; to comment upon it; to argue 
againſt the Approbation of the Common-Prayer-Book, from 


of your ſelf.  Firft, if the Quotation be ridiculous, wby 
was not the Author cenſured, and his Book ſuppreſſed ? As if 
every extravagant, diſtracted Man's Writings were worth 
the looking after; or, as if, becauſe the Author was nat 
cenſured, and his Booł ſuppreſſed, therefore it were be- 
coming or pardouable in you to draw in theſe Paſſages in 
an Abridgmeut of other Men's Writings ; in an Argument 
againft Aſſent and Conſent ; and to plead from them a- 
gainft approving a Book, in which there is no ſuch thing 
to be found, Secondly, You allege, that if extravagant 
1 ligbts on all ſides were more freely expoſed, it would fone 
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bring Men of Temper together, than ſet them more aſunder. 
i Now, Who would not think from hence, that the only 
thing 1 blamed in you, was the ridiculing theſe Paſſages 
out of Dr. Swadlin; whereas whoever looks into my 
Book, will ſee that I ſay the ſame thing in other Words; 
nay, that I adviſe you, to ridicule ' and expoſe them as 
much as you pleaſe in their proper Time and Place; and 
that I blame you not for that (any otherwiſe than as it 1s 
very inopportunely introduced) but for what is utterly 
indefenſible, your arguing from ſuch poor Writers againſt 
= Afent and Conſent to the Common Prayer- Book, and the like, 
as mentioned above. And therefore, you did wiſely to 
miſtake the Point, and overlook all that I ſaid upon that 
Head, But ſurely Retra&ation ſhould not be ſo difficult 
a Practice to a ChriſtiaÞ and a Divine; and if you now 
underſtand my meaning, you cannot avbid/it.:- Though 
as for the laſt Apology you make, Tou, of all Men living, 
have no Title to it, how frequent occaſion ſoever you 
have for jt. For you cannot but remember how you 
have joined in ſeverely reprebending a Perſon, who hath 
little deſeryed it at your Hands, for endeavouring to ex- 
pole ſome Extravgancies on your fide (tho it was his 
profeſſed n to do ſo) not becauſe Men of Temper and 
Religion would be ſet more aſmider by ſuch Methods; but 
becauſe the Irreligious and Prophane might be induced 
by them to deride ſerious Religion and the Worſhip- of 
God. Tou are therefore now obliged, either to retract 
this publicly, or to acknowledge it to be a bat againſt 
your own making uſe of this Plea. Lou go on, after 
this, and cite two more Authors, who magnify the Com» _.- 
mon- Prayer. Bobł more than you think it deſerves: The 
one indeed, a Perſon excellent for Learning and Piety; the 
other I know nothing of, but from the Sentences you 
have here quoted, which I think ſo-much'a-kin to the 
als out of Dr. Swadlin, that you might well have 
ſpared them. But what can this, and an hundred more 
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ſuch Inſtances ſiguify, to the Declaration of Aſſent and 
Conſent, about which only we ate concerned? And ſup- 


VP 


%% A Defenſe of be 
poſing you cannot have ſuch an Opinion of the Excellency + 
of the Common-Prayer-Book, as to think that the Compilers 
of it bad the extraordinary Aid and Aft once of God: et, 
methinks you might leave toothers the liberty of aſcri- 
bing what they eſteem excellently goad, ta the great 
Fountain of all Goodneſs, ſince they require not you to 
think or ſay ſo: at leaſt, you ſhould forbear to argue 
from hence againſt approving it, and conforming to the 
xſe of it. Should I argue againſt eſteeming or valuing 

the ejected Minifters, becauſe it 18 your Opi- 
Abridgment, nion that they were acted by the Divine Spirit 
P: 497-2 in the Cau ſe they eſpouſed; would you not 

aeeaſily ſee the Fallacy? And this was what 
T cenſured in you;. the making me private Opinion of 
ſome particular Perfons, an Argument againſt: the Decla- 
ration of Aſſent andConſent, which includes not in it any 
thing of the ſame nature. But the Defenſe of this you 
wholly avoid. 11 . 
V pon the whole Matter, I cannot ſee that I have any 
reaſon to recede from that Senſe of this Declaration of 
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could not prove the Words incapable of this Senſe ; and 
that, if they were fairly capable of it, there was no need 
of a Text of Scripture to prove the Salvation of ſuch In- 


ants, All the Reply I 
on Baxter. And all ch 


hat I can collect from them, is; 
that Biſhop Sanderſon, and Biſhop Gunning did think tha 


have to this, is in the Words of 


.- 
- 


2 
t 


1 


the Children of Heathens had a Title to Baptiſin, provided 
they had Sponſors. But how this proves that the Rubric 
can be interpreted of any but ſuch Infants as are dul) 
Baptized, I ſee not. If ſome Perſons extended the Nubri 


to the Children of Heathens , it was, accordin 
ry Account, becauſe they were of Op 


g to this ve- 
nat ſuch had 


a Title to Baptiſm: not becauſe they thought that any 
Infants were ſaved, but ſuch as were duly Baptixed. The 
Objeion taken from this Opinion of Doctor Sander ſon's 
would be the ſame againſt the Truth of the Rubric 
(about which only we are now concerned) were it ex- 
preſſed plainly, of Infants duly baptized, It may be a 
very true Propoſition, that all regenerate Perſons are faved; 
And yet the {ſeveral Perſons who ſubſcribe this may have 


very different Notions about Regeneration, and the Per- 
ſons who are truly regenerate. And I think it far from 


being evident, that Tam obliged to underſtand by Bil- 


dren Baptized, all Children Baptized , or all Children 


By 
tized by any Miniſter, according to this Office, becauſe Bi 

ot Gunning perhaps thought all ſuch duly Baptized. All 
Children Baptized cannot neceſſarily be underſtood here: 
For Biſhop Gunning himſelf, and Biſhop Sanderſon, ſpoke 


nly of 
7255 
ve 


ch as are Baptized with 
aſes under this Head, extend to all, as I 


Sponſors : And yet yo ur 


before, the you take no Notice of it. Nor can I be 


obliged to underſtand it of every individual In 
ed a8cording to this Form > For Biſhop 
cannot ba ſuppoſed to ſpeak of any ſu 


Bapti- 
on, Hc- 
Inf ants but what 


have Sponſors ſeriouſly undertaking for them; nay, it is 


plain, they included” fuch in this Rubric, not b. 


E 


they thought it reached to any but ſuch as are day Bay- 
tixed, but only betauſe they thought ſich to be duly ro 
. * r Þ Ip =o 35 ht . —_—_— tized, 
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Third aud Fourth Generation, | ſe Words ben 
Intended by you, to refer to the Condition of Tufants in 
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tiaed. But, ſuppoſing that Biſhop Gunning did mean b 
this Rubric, that all Iufants mat 8 ly ae ae * 
tainly faved by their hing Raptig 0, Vieh iniberellible,) 


ret there are ſo many, beſides bym, e ih the 


mpoſition.of this Rubric, that we are to have ſome regard 
to them alſo : And it world be too great and fruitleſs a 
Task, to ſearch out what was intended in this Rubzicby 
a Majority of them. So that I gave Two Anſwers to 
your Ohjection taken from this Rubric. . Firſt, That the 
Declaration and Subſcription, reached it not: Secondly, 
That, ſuppoſing they hid, it might fairly be underſtood 
only of Children duly Paptized; as we find that Biſhop 
Natel and Gnumyg themſelves underſtood it only of 
ſuch as were, in their Opinions, duly Baptized. Nor do 
1 ſee that any thing is advanced againſt this. And to 
this] added, that there was no 


% 
* 


t there was no need of a Text of Scripture 
to prove to yeu, that Children duly Baptized, are, ſaved, 
But what you here call a piece of Wit (a Word which 
Jou ſeem very fond of, when you have little elſe to ſay) 
is as ſerious, and as far removed from what you fix up- 
on it, as any Sentance that you can poſſibly name. You 
cited, in the Name of the ejeded Miniſters, the 521 


Commandment, as an Argument that we had not a poſitive Ce 


1 
tl 


tainty, as to all that were Baptized, and taken nt of the 


World in their Infancy, that they were accepted of God wnto 


* 


"Salvation. This is your own Account of the Purpoſe for 
Which you cited it. But you are very angry Aich de for 
ſaying that this Text was produced by you, to prove the 
Damnation of ſome Infants received by our Church. The 
Words are thoſe in Which God declares, that He 5 
the Iuiquitĩes of the Fathers upon the Children 1 
eneration. And if theſe Words be not 


4 TY 


5 d 1 
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the.qther Warld, they are nothing to our preſent Pur: 
poſt e. For 8 not poſſibly ſuppoſe you to Argue thus, 
lmaghty.God puniſhed the Children often with fome Tempo: 
val Prgſbmexts for the ſake of beir Fathers Wickedne/s, 
therefore, we canuat be certain that God vill ot , 2 
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fonts with the Toſs of Eternal Happineſs, » for their Father's 
Wickedneſs. „if your Dae rom this Text be 
thus framed, pers & can be farther from concluding; 
and even then, I may very well {2 75 , that you produce it 
to make it probable, t God will puniſh Infants in the 
other World for their Father's Crimes. But it is plain 
from your own. eſentation, now reprinted, that this 
Clauſe of the Secoꝛ Commandment was produced in order 
to make it reer as probable, that God would puniſh 
Infants (in their Eternal Concerns) for the Sins of their 
Fathers, as any other Text of Scripture could make their 
Salvation appear to be: And conſequently, was produced 
by you as a probable Argument for their Damnation. You 
produce it, by your own Confeſſion, to .prove that we 
_m_ be <p” 2 21 . of wi 
ed Payents, ow can you ſuppaſe it to prove 
this, A you ſuppoſe 1 that a makes it probable that 
God will puniſh them in the other, World, for their 
Father's Wickednefs ?. And this Pumſbment in the other 
World is, in other Words, their Damnation. Tour Words 
were theſe that follow, Now bow.could they (the ejected 
Miniſters) pretend to be ſure b 28 the Word of God, that all 
ſuch Infants vent toHeaven, v poſitively declared 
in the Second Commandment that 2 2 Sc? This 
Text is here e by you, as an Argument by it ſelf, 
that God will not, make eternally happy the Infants of 
wicked, Parents, N ough you attempt to ſaften the 
Matter now, yet t this was viſihly the Meaning you had 
fixed upon it: A makes me wonder that you ſhould 
new endeavour to alter your Argument taken from it, 


ar ſuch a ma 751555 make Your, Application, of this 
Text to this pur IF We VANE the leaſt 1 ꝗ 2 
Your Argument fro! the Second | 
now thought fit to. Fant, 6 TG God i 5 Toms Ges 
pas ſo diſpleaſed Berl. or. ad. a ſons of NN 


a not ito admit th m intu the Congre L bis People 'for 
. ſome Generations 60 a0 in the Caſe of fi „Deut. 23. 2.) 
000 doth it appear, that the 21 — 0 the outward wo 
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of the Covenant, would certainly have entitled to the ſpiritual. 
Ble ſings of it? T anſwer, 1. It doth not follow that, be- 
cauſe God forbad a Baſtard and his Poſterity, to enter into 
the Congregation, therefore we cannot. be certain 'that 
they ſhall not {uffer in their Spiritual and Eternal Con- 
cerns for the Fault of others. The Certainty of that may 
appear from other Texts, and other Conſiderations, not- 
withſtanding this; for as much as their Eternal Happi- 
neſs doth not appear to be, in the leaſt, affected by that 
Prohibition upon them, and the Cauſe of it, which was 
wholly involuntary in themſelves. If they had a Title 
to the ontward Seal, (which they might have had notwith- 
ſanding this Prohibition) then we may be certain, not- 
withſtanding this, that they had a Title to the Spiritual 
Hleſingsof it alſo. And, by the way, we may obſerve 
that how much ſoever the Poſterity of wicked Fews'wers 
threatned with Puniſhment, yet their Infants were never 
ſuppoſed to be out of the Covenant, or to have loſt theit 
Right. to the Seal of it. 2. It may be certain that they 
were entitled to the'Spiritual Bleſſings of Circumciſion, 
becauſe they were not prohibited from that Rite; not- 


withſtanding that they were prohibited from coming in- 


to the Congregation; which hath nothing to do with 


Spiritual and Eternal Bleſſings. 3. The Caſe you inſtance 
in now, can never ſhew, that the Second Commandment 
proves any thing againſt the Certainty of the Salvation 


of the Baptized Infants of wicked Parents, which was the 


Pointnow before you. 4. This Caſe doth not appear to 


touch our preſent Purpoſe : for the Prohibition doth not 
Teemto be merely on the Account of the Fathers Wicked- 
neſs, but rather on ſome other Account, as in the other 


| Caſes which it follows. And therefore you may as well 


argue from that Chapter againſt our being certain that 


_ Perſons, who had any accidental Imperfections in their 
Bodies, had a Title to the Spiritual Blefimgsof God's Cove- 


nant; 28 againſt ſuch a Title in the Children of wicked Pro- 


Ser I fee not, therefore, how any thing here proves, 
elt 


either that you dick not produce the Second Command- 


ment, 
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ment, for what .I ſaid, you did; or that there is any 
thing in that to incline us to think, that Infants may fuffer 
in their Eternal Concerns for the ſake of the Wickedneſs 
of their Parents, What follows is only true, upon Sup- 
poſition. that the Infants Baptized have not a Title to 
| Baptiſm-: And I have before given my Reaſons, why I 
think the Rubric cannot be extended to ſuch. 
The Caſes ſuppoſed by Jou, in order to ſhew the Ab- 
ſurdity of this Rubric, did indeed furprize me: And 
that Surprize ſtill remains, notwithftanding your Endea- 
vour towards the Abatement of it. Doth it follow that 
the Children of Chriſtian Parents, when Baptized, are not 
ſaved after Death, becauſe then it would be in the Pow- 
er of any Perſon to ſend them to Heaven, by killing 
them? Doth it follow that the Primitive Martyrs did 
not go to Heaven, upon their Diſſolution, becauſe then 
it would be, in ſome ſenſe, in the Power of Perſecutors to 
ſend Men to that bleſſed Place? But certainly, as their 
Title to Heaven is founded upon the Terms laid down 
by Almighty God; and not given them by their Perſe- 
cutors : 10 it may be in the Caſe of Children. Their Title 
to Heayen is founded upon God's Will: And the Tyrant 
that kills them is only an Inſtrument of putting an End 
to their Abode here, as any Diſtemper is. And yet ſure- 
| Jy it would be very improper to ſay, that a Fever hath 
' a Power of procuring Eternal Happineſs; or to Gay that 
a Child killed by a Fever is certainly ſaved, becauſe this 
would be giving to that Diſeaſe a Power of Salvation. 
A good Chriſtian (as I before put the Caſe) by bringing 
his Child to Baptiſm, ſecures its Salvation, provided- it 
die before actual Sin. This, ſurely, you cannot deny, 
if you hold that any Enfants have a Title to Baptiſm, or 
any Benefit from it. A good Chriſtian, therefore, accord- 
ing to your way of arguing, hath the Power of Salvation 
in his Hands; which it is abſurd to think: And conſe- 
quently, fuch Children dying, are not ſaved, becanſe this 
is giving to Mortals a Power of Souls. Now, if this Ar- 
gument will not- hold here; if, notwithſtanding — 
e e 
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Children baptized may be ae then it 3s alſo evident, that 
the Children in your {uppoſed Caſes may be alſo ſaved, 
notwithſtanding it be ſo far in the Power of Men to pro- 
cure them Salvation, as to be Inſtruments of ſending 
them to that Happineſs procured for them by Feſus Chr ij. 
And in this Sente, all Parents have Salvation in their 


. 
$2 


Power, as they are inſtrumental in bringing their Chil 


dren into Being ; and in putting them into a Method of 


obtaining Happineſs. Be pleaſed to obſerve, that your 
Argument taken from theſe Caſes, is not founded upon 
any antecedent Proof, from the Will of God, that the 
Infants you ſuppoſe, have no Title to Baptiſm, of Heaven; 
but only upon ſome Abſurdities conſequent upon the 


contrary Doctrine. To this Ianſwer, that it cannot de- 
ſtroy their Title to Baptiſm, and Heapen, to ſay, that 
upon Suppoſition of ſuch a Title, it will be in the Power 


of Men to procure Salvation for Infants, by killing them 


as ſoon as they are Baptized: becauſe you acknowledge, 
I think, that ſome Children have a certain Title to Bap- 
tiſm, and Heaven; and yet the fame Al ſurdities will fol- 


low upon Suppoſition of their Title; And as ftrong a 
Proof may be drawn from them, . againſt the Title of any 
Children, as againſt the Title of all Children. I do not 
ſay, that all Children have ſuch a Title; but I ſay, that 
their want of it cannot be proved from ſuch Abſurdittes, 


I call them Al ſurdities, according to your Suppoſitzon on 
for, in Truth, it is no Abſurdity to give ſueb a ; Power to 
Mortals, as is included in theſe Caſes; that is, to main- 


tain, that Men may be the Inſtruments of ſending Ixfant: 


to Heaven, notwithſtanding which, their Title to Hea- 


ven, may be founded entirely upon God himſelf, his 


Will, and his Terms, Tou cannot ſay it is N 
; - 4 1 e Sal Va- 


in the nature of Things, that God ſhquld promul: 
tion to. innocent Children, for the Sake of his Son, and 
upon their being baptized : And yet theſe Suppoſitions will 


as well prove the Impoſſibility of this, as What they 


are brought for. Thel Rubric we are concerned about, 
is far from ſaying, that all Children have a Right to Bap- 
til Mz; 


: 3 ET FTE HY ws © 8 "Bm YU = 


| . Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. 239 
tifm ;but-it ſays, that ali Children, baptized, dying before - 
=>} Sin, are ſaved : And this Biſhop Gunnng himſelf | 
never underſtood of, any but ſuch as had a Title to Bap- 
tiſm, tho he might differ from others about the Subje&s of 
Baptiſm. - And, therefore, I ſee not what it ſignifies for 
you to allege Dr. Comber's Opinion, that all Children are 
alike, &c, When my Wonder was not, that you ſhould 
deny that (for I may deny it my ſelf, notwithſtanding 
this Rubric ;) but that ſuch diſtant and ſtrange Suppoſi- 
tions ſhould be brought in, which prove nothing againſt 
this Right in all Children; and are much leſs proper to 
be brought againſt an Office framed for a Chyiſtian Coun- 
try, and the Children of Chriſtian Parents. Dr. Conber, as 
far as Iſee, might be otherwiſe interpreted than he is by 
you. But I am not concerned, as 1 know of, ſo much 
as to know his Opinion about the Subjects of Baptiſm: 
And think it very hard that any Perſons private Opini- 
on, ſhould be made the Standard of mine; or the Rule 
for my interpreting public Declarations. I cannot there- 
fore but ſay, again, and that with great Concern; that 
ſuch unaccountable Suppoſitions as theſe, have contributed 
very much to the hardning ſome againſt all Thoughts f 
Agreement. That there is a true Regeneration in ſuch 
Iifants, as have a Title to Baptiſm (and of ſuch only I 
ſpoke) is what I endeavoured next to clear: And if I dif- 
fer from you about the Subjects of Baptiſm, you have there 
my Reaſons for it. But finding nothing here againſt 
what Ialleged,. but only that I am referr'd to an Expoſ- 
tion, which contradicts me not in the leaſt, I have no 
Occaſion given me for adding any more Words upon 
this Head: Only to vindicate my Reaſoning againſt 
your Argument againſt this Doctrine. of Regeneration at 
Baptiſm, taken from the evil Conſequences it may have 
in contributing to the hardning of Men in Sin. Your 
Argument was this, Ve cannot conour in | thanking God for 
having regenerated the In faut, for fear of contributing to tbe 
bardning. of carelsſs Men in the Opinion, that they need #0 
Care after Baptiſm. I anſwered that the ſame ur 

| wo 
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ved upon without the help of fuch Expreſſions. But, be. 


vou here on, that it is @ perſuaſive Argument to à good 
Life, to let Men know the Privileges their Baptiſm enti- 


| nt the whole, ſuppoſe, and preſs, the Neceſſity of this? 


And how yon can fay, if you ever read the Office, that 


Iy deſer ves; contrary, not — 
dut to expreſs Paſſages in the 


would lie againſt many Expreſſions in St, Paul, (nay, the 
Doctrine of Juſtification it ſelf) from which many did 
actually take ocexfion to continue in Sin; And yet theſe 
Expreſſions were good, and fit to be uſed, and great Ar- 
guments to Cate and Diligence in Chriſtians. And 1 
added, that it is rather an Argument for the greateſt 
Care, that we are admitted by Baptiſm to glorious Pri- 
vileges, and are made the Temples of God, than to the 
contrary. And certainly there need not many Words 
to prove, that it is not a ſufficient Objection againſt the 
uſe of atly Expreſſion, that wicked Men may abufe it to 
carfy forward their evil Purpoſes; which they are feſol- 


as ds <4 Rt. + os 


Aides allthis; do not you your ſelf grant, that many are 
Fegenerate by Baptiſm; and will you not fay this, for fear 
they ſhould: make an Ml uſe of this, and fall away? If 
you will, notwithſtanding this; then this Obje#ion alone 

s of no force againſt the Expreſſon in our Off. Do not 


tles them to, 12 live according to that Reli- 
gion they profeſs? And doth not our Office, thtough- 


Doth it not ſuppoſe that they may fall, notwithſtand- 
205 ene Regeneration? Are not the Prayers in it, de ſign- 
ed to create in all who are concerned, the greateſt Care, 
and Diligence; and all the Circumftances of it viſibl 
framed to this End? What Ground, therefore, for th 
Objection here, where the Neceſſity of a conſtant Holi- 

neſs in our future Lives, is ſuppoſed and inculcated? 


all promi ſcuon ſiy, becauſe baptized, are aſſured of the Bleſinjs 

of ke _ that Sis by 7 — in it, which af- 
firms, or implies, that a real Regeneration is needleſs in a 
© Perſon baptixed; I muſt leave to your own Conſcience: 
being unwilling to ſay, what ſuch a Repreſentation juſt- 
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add, that we are not here diſputing, what Difficulties a 
Miniſter may come under, by following his own Judg- 
ment in extrabrdinary Co ſes; but what Obligations he 
brings himſelf under by Declaration of Alon, and Conſent, 
and Sub ſcription + and ſo I diſmiſs thil Head. 


Seft. 4. Of the Objection againſt Aſſent and Conſent ; and 
Subſcription , taken from the Uſe of Godfathers, &c. 
8 


Odfatbers were repreſented by Ton, in the Name of 
(; the e jected Minifers 58 juſtling out the Parents Right 
to devote their Children to God, and the Uſe of them as 
opening a wide Door to the profaning one of the moſt awful 
Solemnities of Religion + and the like. To this Tanſwered, 
to this effect: That the Parents themſelves areto provide 
theſe Sponſors z that by providing theſe Spon ſors, in or- 
der to dedicate their Children to God, they make the 
Dedication of their Children, their own Act; that the 
Care in chuſing Godfathers, will be proportionable to the 
Concern of Parents for their Children, &c. Your Reply, 
to what I urged, I ſhall now examine. 

Firſt, you deny, that the Parents do properly, p. 161. 
y dd 


in this way, devote their Children to God | 
Baptiſm. But I wonder very much at your denying fo 
plain a Matter as this ſeems, to be. For when a Parent 
provides all Things that are required, in order to the 

Dedication of his Child to God, and knows that it is in 
order to this Dedication that he doth this; is there any 
need of an Argument to prove, that he himſelf properly 


dedicates his Child to God? And is not the Adminiftra- 


tion of Baptiſm, to his Child, to be ultimately reſolved” 


into the Parents Reſolution, that the Child ſhall be devo- 
ted to Almighty God ? But again, You n 
deny that this Dedication is as much their p. 162. 
own Ad and Deed, as if the Children hal 
no Sponſors ; i. e. you deny, that their providing Sponſors, 
in order to devote their Children, is a ſufficient Proof of 


their Deſire, and Reſolution ſo to devote them. And your | 


R _ Reaſon 


242 AI A Defenſe of tbe 


Reaſon for this is, that if they had no Sponſor's, a ſolemn ex- 
plicit covenanting would be required of their Parents, &c. To 
the like purpoſe, in the next Tage. By which Reply, any 
one would imagine that I had ſaid, that their providing 
Sponſors, was as much a ſolemn explicit covenarting for 
their Children, in their own Perſons; as if they did ex. 


- plicitly covenant, themſelves :; when all that J ſaid, was 


this, that their devoting their Children to God, was 
their own Act, thy' done by providing Sponſors to devote 
them, as truly, and properly, as if they did it without 
Sponſors. And the Truth of this 1s plain from hence, 
that a Perſon may very truly devote his Child to God, 
without an explicit covenanting for it, in his own Perſon; 
only by providing all Things required in order to its 
Baptiſm. And, as for what you add, that many provide 


Sponſors, who know nothing of the covenanting part, and 


as a mere piece of Ceremony; you may have full as 
much Liberty of making Chriſtians ſenſible of their Du- 
ty in this Point in the Effabliſbed Church, as in a Separation 


from it. Tho' Iconfeſs, I fee not, how Ton, upon your 


new Sett of Principles, can impoſe upon Chriſtzans, at this 
Solemnity, a ſolemn explicit coveuanting in the Name of their 
Children; or refuſe Baptiſm to the Child of a profeſſed 
Chriſtian, for the want of it. And if you may lawfully 
Baptize Children without this, then it will be no ſuffici- 
ent Objection againſt complying with our Offce, that 
this explicit covenanting is not there required. Nay, if it 
were; the Ordinance might eaſily come to be as much 
profaned, as it is now: if this be a Profenation of it, 
that many Parents have not a due Senſe of their part in 
it. For I ſee not, but that they may, in our preſent Cur- 
cumſtances, be made as ſenſible of that; aud that they 
might have as little Senſe of it, as Godfathe/s are ſaidl to 
have now, were the whole to be tranſacted by themſelves. 


But who would charge the Ignorance or Careleſneſs of 


Parents, upon the Office it ſelf, which is as ſolemn as pol- 

Able ; and tends not, in the leaſt, to ſuch Ignorance or 

Careleſueſs ? Belides that ſuch Stupidity in Parents may 1 
Þ . 
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well be cured, in our way, as in yours. May, I fear, 
you may come, after this manner, to charge the Careleſ- 
neſs of Men, upon many Texts in the Scripture it ſelf: 
And particularly, to charge the Inſtitution and Precedents 
of Baptiſm, found in the New Teſtament, as not including 
in them explicit Vows and Cautions, ſufficient to prevent 
Miſtakes, and Careleſneſs, in ſo folemn a Matter. Again, 
What you cannot under ſtand in this Matter, is this, that any, 
Parſon can have a Right, one while to 1 me the Father, 
as dedicating my Child to God; and another while to repreſent 
my Child, belteving, and engaging a ſincere Obedience I an- 
ſwer, that as there is no natural Right, or poſitive Law pre- 
tended for this; ſo none ought to be required: becauſe 
the Willingneſs of any Perſon to do this, is ſufficient 
with the Parents Conſent, which. is always ſuppoſed. If 
any Perſon be willing, and receive Power from the Fa- 
ther (who can give it) to perſonate him, and to perſo- 
nate his Child, (which is your own Account of the Office 
of Godfathers) then ſurely, that Perſon hath a ſufficient 
Right todo it. Once more, It is not clear to you, that 
the Faith of the Parent is, in all brdinary Caſes, the 
Ground of the Adminiſtration of Baptiiſſ to the Child, 
according to the Church: Tho' you 8 no reaſon to 
allege, but that you cannot reconcile Mis, with the Ca- 
non that ſays, no Parent ſhall be admitted to anſwer as 
Godfather for his own Child, As if you ſhould argue, 
the Church requires Parents to provide Sponſors. for their 
Children, diſtinct from themſelves ; ( which very thing 
ſuppoſes the Parents to be Chriſtians ; ) therefore it is not 


| clear, that the Faith of the Parents is the Ground bf the 


Baptiſm of their Children. But I ſee not any Shadow of 
a Conſequence in this Argument. Laſtly, you ſay, that 
where an Inſtitution purely Humane, is ordinarily ſo managed 
as to interfere with what is really Divine, you ought not to 
comply with it. This I ſuppoſe, you muſt mean by the 
Obligation you ſpeak of, to declare your ſelf againſt it; be- 
cauſe if you mean any thing leſs than this, it can be to 


Reaſou againſt your minterial Conformity. But, new, it , 


there 


* 
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there be no Neceſſity to your ſelf, of managing it ſo, ws 

to interfere with any thing really Divine; I think, you may 
ſafely comply with it : For you may declare, as much as 
you pleaſe, —_ the Miſmanagement of others, with- Ml © 
out refuſing Compliance for the fake of what you have [| 
no Concern in. If others {hould accept of 4theifts, or De- Ml 
7/ts, or Fews, or Mahometans ; I ſee not what this is to Ml ( 
Tour, who may conform as a Minifter, withont bringing ! 
your ſelf under any Obligation to admit cf any God. 


thers, but ſerious Profeſſors uf Chrifianity. I am ſure the IM 
Declaration, and Subſcription, which we are now couſider- © 
ing, rather bring us under a facred Obligation to admit IM * 
none but ſuch, than the contrary. And a Miniſter that MW © 
acts by this Rule, may anſwer it in the Court of his own MW " 
Conſcience, and of his great Matter, and I believe, I may t 


ſay, in the Courts of this World alſo. But, if it ſhould MW 
not be ſo; I cannot underſtand, that the poſſible Incon -. 
veniences that may attend a Miniſter's doing his Duty, 
carry with them any Argument, why he ſhonld not un- 0 
dertake that Office. The Canon I 1eferr'd you to, ſhews 
that the Church took ſome Care about the Admiſſion of 
Oodfat bers, ani required all Minifer: to do fo. And 
ſuppoſing the Ngglect of this to be univerſal, and con- L 
nived at by all M Authority (which I very much doubt) 
yet the Rule which I laid down about our Obligation to 
obſerve the Canons, will not at all ferve your Purpoſe 
Here. For tho' it will follow from hence, that a Miniſter 
is not abſolutely obliged to obſerve this Canon; yet cer 
tainly a Miniſter may obſerve it, if he ſee fit: And that 
with more Commendation in fo uſeful a Point, than he 
can expect for the Neglect of it. That the requiring of 
Sponſors tends to the profaning of this Ordinance, I 
cannot yet ſee: becauſe the Careleſneſs of the Generality 

of Sponſors, (which is the only Argument you allege) 5 
not the leaſt Proof of it, ſince this doth not follow at 
all, from the Church's requiring Spon ſo/s, but from the 
Frurents little Care, which is no ways encouraged by the 
Church, and need not be countenanced by any Miniſter 
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in it: And therefore, tho' Guilt may be contradted by mare 
P:rſons, in this Methad, than if Sponſors were never re- 
quired ; yet this cannot be charged, as any ways cauſed 
by the requiring Sponſors: Nor can this (of it ſelf ) bea 

greater Argument againſt requiring Sponſors, than the 

Careleſneſs of Parents themſelves would be, againſt requi- 
ring ſolemn Promiſes from them, on this Occaſion : for 

more Guilt might be contrafed this way, than would be, 

were this not required. And, indeed, 1n this whole Mat- 
ter. I find very little, but what muſt ſuppole it true, that 
a Minifter in the Efabliſbed Church, brings himſelf under 
an Obligation to admit any Ferſons for Golfathers, tho 
never fo unqualified; and tho kxown to be unlikely to ſet 
themſ-lves to anſwer ſuch Obligations; before it can be 


eſteemed any Argument againſt this Declaration, and Sub- 
ſcription, we are conſidering. And, as far as I know any 


thing of the Terms of Conformity, this Suppoſitzon is whol 
ly groundleſs. 

But you are not content to vindicate what you had 
advanced before, againſt the Uſe of Godfathers and God- 
mothers; But are pleaſed to add ſomething new upon the 


| Queſtions, put to them in the Form of Baptiſm, But I ſee 
noting here ſufficient to prove any Abſurdity in theſe 


Qeſtions: ſince it is evident from the Church Catechiſm, 
that the Anſwers to theſe Que ſtions, are intended only as 
Promiſe: of Faith, and Repentamce, made in the Name of 
the Infants, by their Suretzes ; Promiſes of what they are 
bound to do, when they come tothe uſe of their Reaſon. 
That of deſi13ng to be baptized, ſeems the moſt improper : 
And yet, even that may, by a candid and equitable 
Perſon, be interpreted ſo, as to ſignify no more, than 
what the Infant ought todo, were it capable; and judg- 
ed to be founded u po a good Bottom, viz. that every 
one ong'tt, wen he comes of Age, to be fo affected, as 
to profeſs, that himſelf would have deſired Baptiſm, had he 

been capable of doing it. | 
In ſhort, T am no more averſe, than you, to Biſhop 
Stilling fleet“ Diſtindtion, of admitting ſome Infants to Bap- 
| K 3 tiſm 
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75 in the Right of their Parents, and others in the Right 


of the Church: or to a- Diſtinction of Offces for theſe 


Two difterent Caſes. But I think, we have Reaſons 
good enough, to promiſe, and ſubſcribe to, the Uſe of our 
Office, as it is now: And, I hope, I have ſaid what is 
ſufficient to ſatisfy, even thoſe who are no more willing to 
be ſatisfied, in this Point, than all of us ought, in rea- 
ſon, to be. | | of | | | 


Sect. 5. Of the Uſe of the Sign of the Croſs in the Office of 
een ä 


THE next thing in which I am concerned, is the Uſ: 
of the Sign of the Croſs. Amongſt the Arguments 
produced by Ton againſt the Uſe of it, this was one, that 
yon durſt not uſe it, as preſcribed in our Liturgy, for fear 


of giving the Injudicious an Occaſion of Miſunderſtand- 


ing, about the Power, and Virtue, of the Sign of the 
Croſs; tho' the Word Power be not in the Office, but the 
Infant be ſaid to be ſigned, in Token only, &s. Upon 
which I thought I had a juſt Occaſion of asking, what 
End of our Differences we could hope for, if ſuch Methods 
were taken : if, when there is no Reaſon againſt a thing, what 
2s acknowledged to be unreaſonable, ſhall be made an Objection 
againſt it, In which I thought not to imply, that the 
diſſenting Minifters, did not ſuppoſe that they had any 
Reaſons againſt the Uſe of it, as you are willing to under- 
ſtand me; but that it is very unhappy, that ſuch Argu- 
ments ſhould be uſed againſt the Lawfulneſs of the Uſz 


of any thing, as are of force, as much in Caſes where 
there is no abſolute Reaſon againſt the thing, as in Caſes 


where there is. That the Ufrof the Croſs ſhould be re- 
fuſed , for fear 7injudicious Perſons ſhould underſtand 
Words in a Senſe of which they are not capable, is, l 
confeſs, to me a wonderful thing: And fuch an Argu- 
ment, as if purſued by you, muft prove the Unlawfulnels 
of many of your own Practices. I did ſay, that it was 
impoilible the Words in Token, (which muſt refer to 720 
—_ follows 
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follows) ſhould be meant, in Yirtue- and Power, (which 
muſt refer to ſomething going before: ) and I gave you 
afterwards my Interpretat ion of the Words, which you 
have not thought worth your while to conſider. But, in 
anſwer to this Affirmation of mine, you ask, And doth 
Mr. H. really think it impoſible for Perſons to apprehend this 
to be the meaning of the Words? which 1s ſuch a ſort of a 
Reply, as I have been too much uſed to, to be much ſur- 
prized at. Who cannot ſee, that there is a great deal of 
difference between ſaying, that it 7s impoſeble, Words ſhould 
be meant in this Senſe, and ſaying that it is impoſible for 
Per ſons to apprehend they were ſo meant? For my own part, 
I never knew any one yet, whether learned, or unlearn- 
ed, who did apprehend theſe Words to be fo intended, 
as you ſay, ſome may interpret them. Your Quotati- 
ons out of Mr. Hooker, and Dr. Comber, whatever they 
ſhew about their Opinion of the Sign of the Croſs (and 
that is no more but what may be ſaid about the Word 
Croſs, pronounced by the Mouth, ſuppoling the baptized: 


Perſon were only pronounced to be a Diſciple of the 


Croſs) they ſhew not that they ever dreamt that theſe 
Words attributed any Virtue to the Sign of the Croſs ; any 
ſuch Virtue as we diſpute about. Beſides, every Mini- 
ſter that uſes this Office, is left at full Liberty to explain 
any part of it: And need not baptize any one Child, 
before he have endeavoured to remove ſuch ſort of 
groundleſs Scruples out of the Minds of his Audience, 
it he ſuſpect any ſuch Conceits to be among them. Tho, 
as far'as I know any thing of the World, he that ſhould 
go about to mention ſuch Concerts, might probably be 
the firſt Occaſion of raiſing them in the Minds of moſt. 
Men: So far do J look upon it, from being probable, 
that the Generality are apt to underſtand} Virtue to be 
dere attributed to the Sign of the Croſs. But ſuppoſing 
Mr. Hooker did attribute Virtue (in your Senſe) to this 
Sign, what the unhappy Conſequences of ſuch a Miſtake in 
bim, were, I know not, till you diſcover. them. The 
Connexion between this Argument, and that which I took 
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from your occaſional Communion, you ſay, is but odd : But 
Ilook upon it to be ſo plain, that you cared not to ſay 
any thing farther about it. For if you practice one thing, 
notwithſtanding that the Injudicious are apt to have 
Miſunderſtandings about it, it cannot be an Argument 
againſt the Practice of another thing, that the Inpudicious 
are apt to have Miſunderſtandings about it. 
The next Objedtion was, that the Uſe of the Croſs, loo /: 
as if Chriſt's Inſtitution were eſteemed a Bond not ſufficiently 
firm, and ſtrong, &c. Ianſwered, The Church bath declared 
the contrary. The more unaccountable, you reply, that Mi- 
niſters ſhould Le ſuſpended for omitting the Croſs. But cer- 
tainly, if you delighted not in the Remembrance of ſuch 
Thing, and thought them not likely to move the Peo- 
ple, where you have nothing elſe to ſav, you would not 
introduce this Subject fo frequently, after fo unacccunta- 
ble a manner. For may not a Miniſter be ſuſpended for 
not anſwering theſe Obligations, which he hath ſolemnly 
brought himſelf under; becauſe what he omitted, is not 
an eſſential Matter? May he not be Zh ſpended, for wilful- 
Iy neglecting to uſe the Prayers preſcribed, becauſe they 
are not eſſential > One would think, that you, could not 
think this either good Reaſoning, or a, proper Method 
of putting an End to our Differences, I obſerved to you, 
upon this Head, that the Addition of Prayers, looked as 
if Chriſt's Inſtitution were not ſufficient ; and yet I added, 
you know, that Baptiſm is ſufficient without one Prayer : by 
which, all muſt know that I meant, a regular, vocal 
Prayer uſed by the Miniſter. And all muſt perceive, that 
my Argument was this, that if the Suſficiency of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution, conſidered by it ſelf be an Argument againſt 
the Croſs; then it may be alſo againſt the Uſe of any 
Prayers at the Solemnity of Baptiſm. Here you acknow- 
ledge, your ſelf, that Baptiſm may be ſufficient without 
the verbal uttering of a regular Prayer, by the Miniſter ; 
which 1s all I contended for : And yet you amuſe your 
Reader, with a Diſcourſe about the Parents Prayer at the 
* Dedication of his Child; and the Expediency of Prayer 
t 
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at this Solemnity, As if I had equalled the Uſe of the 


Croſs, to the uſe of Prayers, at Baptiſm; or as if the Ar- 
gument, which was wholly taken from the Suffciency of 
Chriſt's Inſlitution, required me to prove, that the-Crofs 
was as expedient as Prayer, But I muſt defire to be excu- 
ſed from aſſerting what I am as far from holding as your 
ſelf: And think it fully ſufficient, to have ſhewn, that 
your Reaſoning taken from Chrift s Inflitutzon holds a- 
gainſt the Uſe of Prayers (which are highly egedient) as 
well as againſt the uſe of the CG ß at this Solemnity: 
and therefore cannot be juſt. But I am concerned to find, 
under almoſt every Head, my Arguments ſo repreſented, 
and altered by you, as often to tempt your Readers to 
think very ill of me, and to give me frequent Occaſions 


of renewing my Complaints of you. 


Another Argument produced by you, againſt your Com- 
pliance with the uſe of the Croſs, is to witneſs your Diſlike 
of the Vanity and [dolatry of the Fapifts. I anſwered, that 
this, in it ſelf, was no Argument againſt the Uſe of this, 
tho an Humane Inſtitution z becauſe we uſe it not after 
their Manner, or for their Purpoſes. And certainly the 
true Reaſon of diſcarding any tuch thing, is, that it is 
abuſe among ourſelves ; not that it is abuſed in another 
Country, And that it is uſed after an idolatrous man- 
ner by us, I do not ſee that you endeavour to prove. If 
you know any, who do abuſe this Sign, it cannot be 
from any Encouragement the Church gives them: And 
the Alteration of thisat Baptiſm, tho' it might ſerve other 
good Purpoſes, could not ſecure thoſe from n it, 
who abuſe it now; unleſs you ſnew, that their Abuſe of 
it is founded upon our Uſe of it at that Solemnity. The 
Impoſition of this belongs to another Head. V2» 

As for kneeling at the Communion; when I ſaid, that 
I fonnd rather a great deal in you for it, than any thing 
againſt it; had yon any Inclination to underſtand me, 
you might eaſil y have ſeen, that I meant this only a- 

out the Lawfulneſs of the thing it ſelf , tho Mr. Baxter 
(whoſe Abridger you are) hath mentioned the Decency of 


- 
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it alſo. And I ſuppoſe, what you have added here in 
this laſt Performance upon 1t, may ſerve to excuſe my 
ſaying ſo. | 


Se. 6. Of the Objection againſt the Declaration and Sub- 
ſcription, taken from the Office of Ordination. 


HE Paſſage ſcrupled by you, and your Brethren, is 
this, Wthe Preface.to the Ordination Office, It i- 
evident to all Men diligently reading the Holy Scriptures, and 
ancient Authors, that from the Apoſtles Times, there have 
been theſe Orders in Chriſt's Church, Biſhops, Prieſts, and Dea- 
cons : To which I obſerved that you, in your Repreſen- 
tation of it, added theſe Words, by Divine Appointment ; 
which, I ſtill think you ought}not to have done, For, 
in treating of the Terms of Conformity, the naked Propo- 
ſition to which our Aſſent is required, ought to be ſet 
down, and every one left to judge for himſelf what 1s 
implied in it, or conſequent upon it. 

In anſwer to your Objection taken from this Sentence, 
and the Prayers in the Ordination Office, I obſerved, that 
the Declaration of Aſſent and Conſent, and the Subſcripiton, 
touched only the Uſe of the Book, and not this Sentence, 
in the Preface. And for farther Satisfaction in this, 1 
muſt refer the Reader to what I have again ſaid, in Vin- 
dication of this, againſt your Oßjections. I obſerved alfo, 
that, ſuppoſing the Subſcription to refer to ſuch Sentences, 
yet this could not be affected by it, becauſe here is no- 
thing in it contrary to the Mord of God: And, that the 
Prayers to be uſed in tlie Ordination Office imply not any 
thing plzinly, but that God hath appointed divers Orders 
of Minifters in his Church. And to theſe'Two Obſervati- 
ons I find no Reply, that ſo much as ſhews, that you 
your ſelf think otherwiſe. 


2 


In the next place I obſerved, upon Suppoſition, that 
Aſent and Conſent, do refer to this Sentence, that the In- 
tent of it is only to expreſs, that we our ſelves think it 

an evident Truth, And this I obſerved, becauſe I found 
. | a 
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a great Streſs laid upon the Diſſent of ſome great Men, 
and diligent Readers; and the Sentence intervreted; as if 
the Deſign of it had been to ſay, that no diligent Readers 
could poſſibly doubt of the Tuth of the Aſſertion. And 
here you are pleaſed more than once to argue with me, 
as If I had been perſuading you to aſſent to the Trath of 


it, whilſt you are dubious about it, or to ſay it is very 


evident, whilſt you think all alleged for it to be only Pro- 
bability, frengt hned by unproved Suppoſit ions; "which, (you 
know) I am very far from doing. In order to ſhew how 
ſuch Expreſſions onght to be interpreted, I in ſtanced in 
the Exiſtence of our bleſſed Lord, before he was barn of the 
Virgin Mary; and obſerved, that we might declare, that 
this is evident to all Men diligently reading Holy Scriptures, 
notwithſtanding that ſome learned and conſider ig Per- 
ſons have denied it. To which you reply, that the Caſe 
is not parallel, becauſe you hope you can prove this by better 
Evidence than hath ever yet been alleged for the other.- Now, 
I doubt very mnch, whether you can prove any thing, 
of that nature, with greater Evidence than hath been 41. 
leged for the diſtinct Offices of Biſhops, Priefls, and Dea- 


cons, from the Apoſtles Days. But let this be as it will; 
the Caſes are exactly parallel: For if you can ſay, that 


it is evident, &c. that our Saviour exited before his Hu- 
mane Birth, notwithſtanding ſome ſober, learned, and 
conſidering Perſons have doubted of it; then, were you 
your ſelf convinced of the Truth of the other Aſſertion, 
you might affirm it to be evident, &c. notwithſtanding 
thoſe great diſſenting. Names mentioned by you. And 
this was all J intended by this Inſtance; to ſhew how un- 
reaſonable it was, to lay ſo great a Streſs upon the man- 
ner of Expreſion here uſed. And tho'- you deny ſuch a 
Streſs to be laid upon the Expreſion; yet any one that 
will but turn to your Book, will find the greateſt part of 
what is urged by you upon this Head, to be founded 


wholly upon it. 5 e 
The Fropoſition included in this Sentence is this, that 
Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deaseps, with diſtinct Offices, fub- 


ordinate '* } 
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Hordmate to one another, have been in the Church from 
the Apofles Times. Now, who doth not know, that the 
main Difpute, and, I may ſay, the only Difficulty, 
here, was concerning the Superiority of Biſhops over Preſ- 
byters, from the Apoftles Days? pie: f who doth not ſee, 
that there is no ſuch thing implied in this Sentence, as 
that our Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, are exactly, in 
every reſpect, the ſame with the Primitive Biſhops, Prieſts, 
and Deacons? What ſignifies it, therefore, to allege, that 
Preaching Deacons were unknown in the Apoſtles Times? Doth 
Preaching deſtroy the Eſſentials of a Perſon's Deacouſbip? 
If it do not, It is not at all inconſiſtent, that a Deacon 
ſhould be allowed to Preach. Nor ſhould Ion object 
this, who allow ſuch Liberty of Preaching, to any Per- 
ſons as Probationers; eſpecially, when you conſider, 
that He is not impowered abſolutely by his Ordination 
to the Office of a Deacon, to preach, but only conditionally, 
He be called thereto. But, if St. Stephen were a Dea- 
con, in the Apoſtles Time, we read immediately after his 
Ordination by the Apoſtles, Ad. 6. that his Enemies 
were not able to reſift the Wiſdom and the Spirit by which He 
pale: So that his attending upon meaner Offices, did 
not at all hinder, but that He might lawfully Preach, as 
_ occaſion offered. It is not need.ul, for the Proof ot this 
Aſſertiou now before us, to ſhew, that there have been 
Deacons from the Apoſtles Days in the Church, with all 
the diſtind Powers now aſſigned them among us, 

Pag. 216. as you ſeem to demand; but it is ſuffici- 

| ent, that there was ſuch an Inferior Office in 
the Church from the beginning, with thoſe di/tin& Powers, 
which have ever becn eſteemed amongſt us to be 
eſſential to a Deaconſhip: And this I believe, can hardly 
e denied. But, I confeſs, I thought not here of any 
Diſpute about Deacons ; but only about the Superiority 
of Biſhops over Presbyters, from the beginning, inveſted 
with ſuch diftin# Powers, as the Church makes eſſential to 
Eprſcopacy. And this you might have ſ-en, had you 
been but willing, from every thing I alleged my 1 
| 8 Jead, 
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Head. And if there have been Biſhops over Presbyters, 
with ſuch diſtinũ Offices, as we make eſſential to each of 
them, you muſt acknowledge the Diſpute about the 
Word Order and Degree, to be needleſs. This was what 
I aimed at, And I ſay again, that 4rcb-B:ſhop Uſher 
hath added great Evidence to this Propoſition, in his 
Writings upon this Subject. Biſhop Fear fon ] alfo alleged, 
as one who had ail.fted mightily in the fame Cauſe. But 
you ſay, He came wot out till after the Miniſters were: f- 
lenc d. Why may not I ſay, then, that if his Writings 
had been publiſhd before that, they would never have 
been ejected for not aſſenting to this Propoſition z as you 
are pleaſed to mfinuate, that if Mr. Chillingworth (who 
declared Dr. Hammond unanſwerable in this Point) had 
lived-to fee Mr. Baxter's Diſputations, he would not have 
thought Dr. Hammond unanſwerable? You might as well 
have added alfa, that he would have diſclaimed his own 
Demonſtration of the Apaſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy z 
for at this rate, we may ſay any thing ef the greateſt 
Men that have gone before us. But I find not one Argu - 
ment here advanced againſt his Demonſtration : Perhaps 
you may think you have ſufficiently guarded againſt 
that, in the firff Part of your Defenſe, No, Sir, you 
thought it more worth your while here, to take up your 
Reader's Thought with another Buſineſs, and to charge 
me with a Crime, which I ever abhorr'd. You tell your 
Reader, that I am not over fair here, in citing Myr. Baxter: 
But I think my ſelf obliged to vindicate my Repreſenta- | 
tion of Mr. Baxter's Opinion in this Point. I faid, there- 
fore, in the firſt Place, that Mr, Baxter | 
bimſelf thought it evident, that in the Primi- Reaſon of 
tive Church there was a Superiority over Fa- Confore F. I. 
tors, maintain d not only by the Apoſtles and To 
Evangelifts, but by other general unfixed Church-Officers, And 
can you ſay, that this is not truly, and fairly, his Senſe 2. 
But it ſeems, his Words are over Biſhops and Paſtors, 
which, you ſay, with him were all one: And you add, 
that to ſerve my own Purpoſe, I leave out the Word Biſhops, 


and 
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and mention only Paſtors. Now, if you cannot give the 
leaſt Shadow of a Proof, that my Purpo ſe is at all ſerved 
by this Omiſhon, or that his Senſe could be more intel- 
ligibly expreſſed; fo as to be more truly underſtood by 
my Reader, than as I have expreſſed it; you muſt ac- 
knowledge, that you have done me an Injury in this 
Charge againſt me. I can ſolemnly profeſs, that I had 
no Deſign to ſerve by leaving out that Word : And it is 
plain I could have none, becauſe the putting it in doth 
not in the leaſt alter the Senſe of the Propoſition. For 
what was I enquiring after? Was it not a Superiority over 
Paſtors of particular Congregations, and Mr. Baxter's Op1- 
nion concerning this? If he call theſe Paſtors Biſhops allo, 
doth that alter their Nature? Or is there any need of 
adding that, which is only another Word for the ſame 
thing ? But truly I thought that the Reader might better 
underſtand his Meaning by the Word Paſtors only, be- 
cauſe he uſes that Word in the ordinary Senſe of it; and 
that the Addition of the other Word might rather con- 
found, than explain his Meaning, becauſe he uſeth it in 
- a Senfe, different from that in which it is ordinarily 
meant, Let us ſuppoſe, therefore, that I had ſaid a Su- 
periority over Biſhops or Paſtors, where would have been 
the Alteration in the Senſe ? It is nothing more than a 
- Superiority over thoſe we call Paſtors; tho over Biſhops in 
his Language per aps: But they are nothing but Paſtors 
in our Senſe, not Biſhops, as the Word is now conſtantly 
applied. What Purpoſe, therefore, could it ſerve to omit 
this Word, unleſs to render the Senſe leſs liable to Mi- 
ſtake ? And how can you anſwer this Charge againſt 
me, when you cannot but be ſenſible, that the leaving 
out of the Word alters not his Meaning, and that the 
inſerting it would not add a Tittle to it? If Mr. Baxter 
call «thoſe Biſhops, whom others call Faſtors, and thoſe 
_ 4rch-Biſhops, whom others call Fiſbops; then, if he ac- 
knowledge Arch-Biſhops over his Biſhops, he acknowledges 
a Superiority over Paſtors, This was all that J laid to 
him in this Sentence, that he acknowledgeth, in the Pri- 
| mitive 
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mitive Times a Superiority over Paſtors, maintain d by ge- 
neral unfixed Church-Oficers. Doth he acknowledge-this, 
or not? If he do not, I confeſs my {elf miſtaken: If he 
do, by what Law of the Goſpel do you give your ſelf 
this ſtrange Liberty of accuſing me? This was the frf 
thing I aſcribed to him. The next thing was, that as to- 


fixed Biſhops of particular Churches, Superior in degree to 2 


Presbyters, he thought the Reception of them in all Churches, 
was early, and general. The Words in your Abridgment, 
from whence I took this, are, ſo early, and fo general, that 
he was free to admit them, and reſolved never to oppoſe. But 
the Matter hath quite another Turn in his Life, written 
by himſelf, And ſince you have been ſo hard upon me 
for leaving out a Word in repreſenting his Senſe, tho I 
gave you the whole of his Opinion 1n the Point I was 
then upon; it is but fit you ſhould be called upon, to 
juſtify your ſelf in this Matter, for omitting a very 
conſiderable Part of his Sentence; and, by this means, 
defrauding the Reader of a conſiderable Part of his Senſe, 
His own Words, in his Life, are the I ſaw that the 
Reception of them in all the Churches was ſo 
timely (even in the Days of one of the Apoſtles Pag. 140. 
in ſome Churches) and ſo general, that I 

thought it a moſt improbable thing, that if it had been con- 
trary to the Apoſtles Mind, we ſhould never read thab t 
themſelves, or any one of their Diſciples that converſed with 
them, no nr any Chriſtian, of Hereticł in the World, ſhould 
once ſpeak, or write a Word againſt it, till long after it was 
generally ſetled in the Churches. This, therefore, I reſolved 
ever to oppoſe. Certainly if you, by Virtue of being his 
Abridger, can leave out ſuch material Paſſages as theſe, 
in favour of Epiſcopacy, without which we cannot know 
the whole of his Opinion; it may be very allowable in 
me, when I am repreſenting his Senſe, to do it in as few 
Words as I pleaſe, provided I defraud not the Reader of 
the leaſt Tittle of it. I am ſure you have put into your 
Abridgment Paſſages of much leſs Importance than this: 
Aud upon what Grounds: you thought fit to leave out 


al 
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all this, I cannot tell; and will not ſo much as ſay, 
that it was to ſerve any Furpoſe of your own. 
But, not content with this, you deſire the Reader to ob- 
ſerve, that tho Mr. Baxter expreſly ſays, that there is nothing 
in Scripture favouring the Superiority of Biſhops over Presby- 
ters, yet be is drawn in by me in this very Paſſage, as aſſert- 
ing, that it was evident to all reading the Kriptures, that 
there were ſuch Biſhops and Prieſts, from the very Days of 
the Apoſtles. Now, if there be any thing like this in my 
whole Book, that Mr. Baxter aſſerts, that this is evident to 
all reading the Scriptures, (which is the thing you here lay 
to my Charge) I deſire to forfeit my Credit for ever: 
But if there be not, I pray God forgive you this licenti- 
ous way of handling your Adverſary. I am ſure, this 
is ſo far from being true, that I here expreſly ſay, that 
Mr. Baxier aſlerts, that there is nothing in 
Reaſonableneſs Scripture favouring ſuch Biſhops : And it is 
of Conformity, very incredible, that I ſhould ſo ſoon for- 
Ne det my, ſelf, and bring him in aſſerting, 
that zt 23 evident to all reading Scriptue, that 
there were ſuch. And I cannot imagine from what Paſ⸗- 


ſage you could poſſibly raiſe this Accuſation, unleſs it be 


from this (p. 60.) in which only I introduce Mr. Bax- 
ter as aſſerting any thing concerning Biſhops. The Point 
is, whether in Fact there were in thoſe early Days, (viz.) from 
the Apoſtles Times) Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons. Then 
follows, Mr. Baxter ſays, there were. Theſe are my Words, 
Now, concerning Deacons, I imagined no Controverſy, 
as appears by my alleging nothing at all relating to them. 
So that taking it for granted, that all allowed ſuch an 
Order, what I intended to build upon the Sentence of 
Mr. Baxter's going before, was this, that in thoſe early 
Days, (viz. from the Apoſtles Times) there were fixed Bi- 
ſhops, ſuperior to Fresbyters : But not a Word do I men- 
tion of his aſſerting, that this was evident to all reading the 
Scriptures. As for what I aſcribed to him in this Sentence; 
ſurely what I have now quoted at large from him, will 
eaſily juſtify me. For if there were Biſbops ſuperior to 

Presbyters 
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Presbyters (and ſuch muſt have had diſtinct Offices from 


ordinary Presbyters) in one of the Apoſtles Days; then Mr. 
Baxter ſays, that there were, in thoſe early Days, Biſhops 
and Priefts : Which is the whole of what I ſay Mr. Baxter 
aſſerts. How he came to judge ſo, and upon what Grounds 

he took up this Opinion, I pretended not to examine, 
And now I leave you to conſider of this freſh Inſtance 
of your Candor towards me: And only aſſure you, that 
it is a great Concern to me, on your Account, more than 
my own, that you can indulge your ſelf in ſuch a Li- 
berty of fixing your own Inventions upon me, and ex- 

poſing me, this way, to the Averſion aud Indignation of 
your Reader. l | 


Sect. 7. Of the Objection againſt the Declaration and Sub- 
ſcription, taken from the Burial Office, 


HE next Reaſon why you cannot comply with the 
T Declaration and Subſcription, is, becauſe you cannot 


conſent to. een. all ſaved that are buried, except the Un- 
baptized, Excommunicate, and Self- murtherers; i. e. you 


cannot conſent to read the Burial Ofice over thoſe who 
have been notorious, Jo utirepenting Sinners. As 
to the firft Ground of this ObjeFion, I ſtill ſay, that it 
may be very properly ſaid, that God takes to bzmſelf the 
Souls even of impenitent Sinners; which Phraſe I conſi- 
dered by it ſelf, becauſe I found you did ſo, in your Re- 
preſentation of the Arguments of the ejeFed Miniſters. 
But I acknowledge that it cannot properly be ſaid, that 
he doth this of bi great Mercy. And, as to the third, I 
acknowledged before, that we could not, in the loweſt 
Senſe of the Word, declare any Hope concerning ſuch 
Sinners as you mention. But I ſtill adhere to my Rea ſons, 
why a Minifter in the Church of England brings not him- 
ſelf under an Obligation to uſe this ce in all Caſes with- 
out Variation. And becauſe you have given the World 
a Story about Archbiſhop Suncroft, the Truth of which 
I find much queſtioned, I will allo oppoſe to that the 
8 


Judg- 


he was left to his Diſcretion in 
againſt his Obligations, when he denied any part of that 


ance of Strength; and becauſe I faid what was ſufficient 


/ 
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Judgment of the ſame great Man; for J am credibly in- 
formed, that he gave it as his Opinion to a Miniſter of 
a Pariſh, who conſulted him n thi; Occaſion, that 

uch Caſcs, and acted not 


Ofee to ſuch as all the World agree it was never deſign- 
ed for. And tho' it may appear from the Story which 
you relate, ſuppoſing the Truth of it, that he might not 
ave been fond of a Pariſh Cure; yet it doth not at all 
appear from it, that it was his ſetled Opinion, that Mi- 
niſters bring themſelves under an Obligation to uſe that 
entire Form in all poſſible Caſes : for he had himſelf C{:h- 
{cribed and declared his Aſſent and Conſent, which he 
could not have done, had he thought that it was neceſſa- 
rily implied in them, that this entire Form was fit to be 
uſed over the moſt notorious and zmpenitent Sinners, And 
this is ſufficient entirely to overthrow the Uſe you make 
of this private Story. 
But before I came to defend the Reaſons I advanced 
for this, I muſt obſerve, that the ſecond Ground of your 
Objection, taken from theſe Words, in ſure and certain 
Hope of the Reſurrection, &c. can never ſtand good. When 
you repreſented this, you ought certainly to have tran- 
fcribed the Words from the Offce it ſelf, and not from 
2ny other Book; and when you reſolved to defend the 
Scruple founded upon this Sentence, you onght to have 
conſidered the Interpretation I gave of the whole, and 
to have ſhewn that it was not juſt and fair ; which you 
wholly negle&. Nor do you conſider the Reaſons I give, 
why the laſt Colle# cannot interpret theſe Words; but 
only ſay, the Office is all of a piece, the ſame as to the wic- 
kedeft Man living, as tothe moſt pious, tho' certainly it was 
never deſigned for the wickede/t Men. But you take no- 
tice that I omit your fit Proof, that theſe Words muſt re- 
fer tothe foregoing Declaration. Now I omitted this only, 
becauſe it was an Argument without the leaſt Appear- 
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to overthrow it, tho' I mentioned it not: For any Per- 
ſon may ſee, that theſe ſcrupled Words are not a Continu- 
ation of that Declaration, but a Sentence plainly diſtinct 
from it; and any Perſon may ſee, that it doth not fol- 
low, that becauſe the interr d Perſon is ſpoken of at the 
beginning of this Paragraph, therefore the latter part ofit 
may not refer to all other interr'd Perſons. And beſides 
t I obſerved, that this ſame Sentence, as it is alter'd for Bu- 
Lalo at Sea, muſt be interpreted of the general Reſurrection, 
- WM which will prove, that it may alſo bery fairly be ſo in- 
t terpreted in our ordinary Office, notwithſtanding that the 
- WM P:r ſon interr'd is ſpoken of particularly juſt before. 
e But I come now to vindicate my Reaſons for aſſerting 
„that 2 Mini ſter is under no Obligation to uſe every Word 
xe of this Office over ſuch impenitent Sinners as you menti- 
on. The 55% is this, that the Omiſſion of theſe Senten- 
te ces in ſuch Caſes, is more agreeable to the Deſign of the 
Church, in preſcribing this Form, than the uſing them, 
d and therefore more agreeable to the Obligations of one 
ur W who miniſters in this Church. This is apparent from the 
in Suppoſition of Diſcipline in the Church, and from the 
n Opinion of all who have written on this Subject: And 
n- MW fometimes you build mightily upon Quotations out of 
m private Authors, tho' here, I am afraid, you will be 
ne Wl backward to admit them. It lies upon you, therefore, 
ve to ſhew, againſt ſuch Teſtimony, that it was the Deſign 
nd Wy of the Church, that this entire Office ſhould be uſed pro- 
ou MW miſcuouſly over all; or that a conforming Miniſter brings 
re, MW himſelf under a Promiſe, or Obligation, to uſe it 10. 
ut This is a very material Point, and what I account all 
ic- Ml conforming Miniſters very much concerned in; and there- 
ras fore 1 ſhall carefully conſider your Arguments to prove 
10- MW theſe Two Things. | 5 
re- 1. You urge he Canon, which requires all Miniſters to 
ly, WW %% any = brought to the Church-yard, according to the 
ar- Form preſcribed in the Common-Prayer-Book, &c. In an- 
nt I {wer to this, I acknowledge, that a Miniſter is obliged 
to Wl to obey all ſuch. Canoxs as the preſent Governors of the 
3 8 2 Church 
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Church declare, or ſuppoſe to be in force. But in the 
firſt place, I do not think, that that ſtrict Obedience to 
this Canon, about which we are diſputing, in the Caſe 
of impenitent Sinners, ever was, or Is now, or ever will be, 
inſiſted on, by the Governor's of the Church. And I think, 
that where a Canon hath been publicly neglected, with 
Connivance, or Approbation, or without a plain Injun- 
ction to reſtore the Uſe of it, there it cannot be ſuppoſed 
to be obliging, any farther than the 2 Opinion of 
ſome Perſons may judge it ſo. And that this hath been 
fo, I can give you many, and very remarkable Inſtan- 
ces, and thoſe not clandeſtine, but approved of by our 
Superiors. And therefore I cannot ſee what it can im- 
port, to ſay, it is poſſible that our Governors may come 
to infiſt upon our uſing every Word of this Oftce over 
the moſt profiigate Sinners. They never did yet, as J 
know of; and I think it time enough to conſider what 
to do, when the Terms of Conformity are Poet alter- 
_ed. But, m the next place, I — hu that this Canon 
may oblige in the Senſe intended in it, and yet not ob- 
lige in the rigorous Senſe you have put upon it. It can- 
not be ſuppoſed, that it can oblige to the Uſe of this en- 
tire Ofice in Caſes, in which it is manifeſt, the Church 
originally deſigned it not to be uſed; and the Allowance 
in it, for fuch exempt Caſes as are mentioned in the Ru- 
bric, leaves the Minifter as much Liberty as the Offce it 
ſelf ſuppoſes : And indeed, it ſeems to me to be deſigned 
for nothing, but to prevent the indecent Delays and 
Neglects which might otherwiſe be made in the Caſe of 
' burying the Dead; at leaſt, it may be ſo deſigned, for 
any thing you have ſhewn, or can ſhew, to the con- 

trary. | 
» You ſay, that a Miniſter who omits any of theſe 
Sentences, in the Caſes before mentioned, acts not agree- 
ably to his Subſcription, and Declaration of Aſſent, and 
Conſent, In Proof of this you allege, that his Subſcription, 
that he will uſe the Book of Common-Prayer, is as much 
as this, that he will uſe it pithout any Variation, In which 
I agree 
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 zgree with you thus far, that it is a Subſcription to the 
| Uſe of it without Variation, in all ſuch Caſes in which the 
| Deſign of the Church is anſwered without any Varia- 

tion. But in extraordinary Caſes, in which all in the 


Church agree, that every Tittle of it cannot be uſed, 
without acting againſt the original Deſign of the Church; 
in theſe Caſes it cannot oblige to the uſe of every Tittle 
of it: and in Caſes, where they who require this Sub- 
ſcription allow, and permit ſuch a Latitude. Nor doth 


this Omifion imply in the leaſt, that there is any thing in 


the Common-Prayer-Book contrary to the Word of God, when 
it is uſed, as it was deſigned it ſhould be: And ſure, in 
interpreting any Book, we ought to conſider the Deſgn 
of thoſe who compiled it. Now there is no Argument 
to prove, that they thought of uſing this entire Form over 
profligate, impenitent Sinners, And then, as for the De- 
claration of Aſſent, and Conſent, to the Uſe of the Common- 
Prayer-Book , this certainly cannot be meant of uſing e- 
very Tittle in it, in Caſes, for which it was not deſign- 
ed, but of uſing it honeſtly and ſincerely in all Caſes, 
agreeably to the original Deſign of the ſeveraLOffces in 
it, This Interpretation 1s far from making light of Decla- 
rations : Nay, the rigorous Interpretation contrary to it, 
and the ſuppoſing that it extends tothe uſe of it in Caſes, 
for which it was not deſigned, is really very injurious to 
the Nature and Uſe of ſuch public Declarations. \ Before. 
any of theſe Arguments can take place, you ought to 


have ſhewn, from other Reaſons, that it was the Deſign. . 


of the Church, and of the Governours of it, that this Office 
thould be uſed promiſcuouſly over all; and that the con- 
trary to this hath never been allowed. But J find no- 
thing like this in any thing alleged by you. 

3. You argue from the Inconveniences a Mimfter may 


bring upon himſelf, by omitting, in the Caſes before men- 


tioned, the leaſt part of the Form preſcribed. All I can - 
lay as to the Fack, is, that I know my ſelf many In- 


ſtances of ſuch Omiſton, but not one of any Inconveni- 
ence conſequent upon it. But ſuppoſing theſe Inconve- 
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niences poſſible, (for they are not ſo much as probable) 
this is nothing to our Purpoſe; for this will not prove, 
either that it was the Deſign of the Church, that this en- 
tire Form ſhould be promiſcuouſly uſed; or that a con- 
forming Miniſter brings himſelf under any Obligation ſo 
to uſe it; and therefore it touches not the Conſcience at 
all. If a Man conform ſincerely, and ſuffer ſome Tem- 

ral Inconvenience for doing his Duty in Conformity, 

e may have as great inward Satisfaction in this, as 
another may have in nini ſtring in a Separation, for fear of 
theſe Temporal Inconveniences. 

My otber Argument for omitting theſe Paſſages, was 
wholly deſigned to ſhew the Reaſonableneſs of ſuch O- 
miſſion to ſome Church-mex, upon their own. Principles; 
and not to convince. Joa any farther than as it ſhews, 
that in ſome Caſes this Ofice may be denied (notwith- 
ſtanding the Canon) upon the Principles of the greateſt 
Church-men amongſt us: And ſometimes you ſeem very 
fond of appealing to their Opinion in this Controverſy. 
This once, therefore, I * % we agree; and ſo I leave 
the Reader to judge upon the whole, what juſt Reaſon 
you had, under this Head, to expreſs your Pity for thoſe 
who (in your obliging Language you ſay) are in an Ec 
dle ſiaſtical Pound, whom if you did truly pity, you would 
not have laboured ſo much, to have made it ſtraiter than 
their Superiors have done. . 5 


Sect. 8. Of the Objection taken from the Rule to find 
Eaſter-day. | 


HO His Rule, rightly underſtood, I told you; neither 

contradids the lable in the Common-Prayer-Book, nor 
the common Almanac ks, which agree with the Table : And I 
ſtill ſay the fame, The Rule (as hath been known and 
underſtood for many Years paſt, by all Conformiſts, who 
thought it worth while to enquire after it) hath reference 
to the #7 Column, printed in many Editions of the On- 
mon- Prayer-Booł, which was inſerted chiefiy for the * 
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of this Rule; and the meaning of it is manifeſtly this, 
and could be no other, Eaſter-day is always the firſt Sunday 
after the fir Full-Moon, (which Full-Moon is to be found 
out by the Kalendar, in which there is a Column for that 
purpole) which happens, &c. I lay, this is the meaning 
of the Rule, and ever was known, by Perſons who un- 
derſtood the Kalendar, to be ſo: And this neither con- 
tradicts the Table, which was framed by this Rule: nor. 
Faſter-day in the Almanacks, which is always the ſame 
that it is in the Table. No in order to prove this falſe, 
you interpret it thus: Eafter-day is always the firſt Sun- 
day after the firſt Full-moon, according to the Reforma- 
tion of the Kalendar. Now, if you had no mind this Rule 
ſhould be falſe, and we ſhould endeavour to prove it ſo 
by the Moon in the Heavens ; I doubt not you would fay, 
this muſt be judged of as it was originally intended; 
and that it is unjuſt to interpret it otherwiſe. - To ſay, 
that the Moons in the Almanack are more exact, is no- 
thing againſt the Truth of this Rule. Is it not true, that 
this is ſuch a Pay of the Month according to the Old 
Stile, becauſe. it is not the ſame according to the New 
Stile? Is it not truly ſaid, that; this is ſuch a Year of 
our Lord, by thoſe who are known to go according to 
the vulgar Ara, becauſe it is not ſo, perhaps, in Truth, 
and exact Chronology? and may it not be true, that Ea- 
ſter-day is the firſt Sunday after ſuch a particular Full- 
Moon, according to that Column in our Kalendar; be- 
cauſe it is not fo, according to the Fall-Moons in the Hea- 
rens, in Truth, and Philoſophical Exactneſs of Speech? 
But, you ſay, it is no longer fit to be a Rule, becauſe it 
is unintelligible, And again, (p. 241.) It cannot be a Rule 
to find Eaſter for ever, becauſe it depends upon a way of Cal- 
culation not u in uſe. Now. it is never (as I know of) 
called a Rule to find Eaſter for ever, which I ſuppoſe you 
took up (as your worthy Friend alſo hath done) from 
others, without looking into the Common-Prayer- Book. 
And as for iis being unintelligible, I cannot help your Un- 
derſtanding; bur I dare ay, you could eafily underſtand 


* 
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it, did you think it worth your while: And you ſee, it 
1s not ſo unintelligible, but that the Table was made by it, 
and all our Eafter-days are obſerved according to it; and 
any one that pleaſes may underſtand this way of Calcula- 
tion. At preſent, indeed, I ſee plainly, that you under- 
ſtand it not; for otherwiſe I cannot imagine, that you 
ſhould undertake to preſent the Reader with an Account 
of Seven Eaſter-days, according to the Rule; and at the 
fame time repreſent the Full-Moons mentioned in the Rule, 
according to the late Reformation of the Kalendar, and 
not according to that Kalendar, to which the Rule refers. 
I pray, by what Rule was the Table in the Common-Prayer- 
Book drawn up? If by this ſame Rule, then it is evident, 
that the Rule is intelligible, and doth not contradict the 
Table : And if it was drawn up according to the Full- 
Moons in the way I have now mentioned; then it is plain 
allo, that the Full- Moons mentioned in the Rule, are not 
the Full- Moons you have here ſet down from the common 
Almanacks , but thoſe which are to be found according to 
the firſt Column in our Kalendar. But, indeed, at your 
rate of arguing here, you may prove any Propoſition in 
the World falſe; for it is but reſolving to take ſome 
principal Word in it, in a Senſe different from what was 
intended; and after that, it is eaſy to prove the Fal ſhood 
of it. But how unmanly is it in Jou, after you have 
confeſſed that you do not know whether it be tr ue, or 10, 
if rightly underſtood, to cry out twice in the ſame 
Words, I am for ſtanding by the Moon in the Heavens, and 
let the Moon in Mr. Hoadly's Kalendar, or according to his 
Rule, ſhift for it ſelf das if the Controverſy had been, not 
whether the Rule, interpreted as it ought to be, were tc; 
but, whether the Full-Moons in our Kalendar anſwer'd ex- 
galy to the Moon in the Heavens. Thus have I endea- 
voured to ſet this Matter right once more: But as for 
your worthy Friend, who hath been called in to this weigh- 
ty Point; he may aſſure himſelf, whoever he be, I ſhall 
ave nothing to do with him, till ke learn more Manners 
{not to ſay Religion) than to ridicule and infult the Com: 
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to abate that peculiar Veneration for the Canonical Boo ks, | 
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mon-Prayer-Book ;, and more Vit, than to meddle with 
what he underſtands nothing of. 2 


— 


Sect. 9. Of the Objection taken from the Apoeryphal 5 " 
| Leſſons. N 


1 


Nder this Head, I told you that T would not plead 
for retaining any thing juſtly ſuſpected to be fabu- 

lous, in the Service of the Church: But I made fome 
Queries about the Lawfulneſs of reading theſe Leſſons, as 
they are appointed in our Church; which Lawfulneſs is, of 
it ſelf, ſufficient to make it lawful for any Miniſter to ; 
a direct Anſwer : But inſtead of it, you ask me, whe- 
ther it had not been more fitting, to have appointed none 
but Leſſons out of the Canonical Books ? for this is all I 2 
can make of your Que ſtion. To which I anſwer, that, 
conſidering all this, I think it had been better to do 
ſo. And now I have anſwered this, I hope: you will an- 
ſwer mine, whether it be not lawful to comply. with the © 
preſent Order; tho? it ſhould be our private Opinion, 
that a better might have been made? But you ſay again, 
the Church, by appointing Apocryphal Leſſons in the fame 
Kalendar, in which ſhe appoints Canonical, takes a Method 


. " P, ” 


that ought to be moſt carefully hightned. Now certainly, 
any Miniſter in the Church of England, may take ſuch Care, 
that this peculiar Veneration ſhall not in the Jealt: be aba- 
ted: And all in the Church of England, that knew an 
thing, know the Difference that is made between theſe | 
Books, and the others; and that it is exptefly declared. 
that they are not to be applied to eſtabliſh auy Doctrine 
And I ſay it again, that I never yet heard of an Inſtance, 
of any Perſon who loſt any part of his Veneration for the 
Canonical Books, by the reading cf others in our Church. 
The Story you relate of the Man in the late Tempeſt, that 
had 8 to the Apocrypha, under the Notion of Scrip- 
ture, is nothing to this Purpoſe ; unleſs you can aſſure __ 2 
* Ry N j "pe | 
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us, that he was a Confor miſt, and one in his right Senſes , 
that he ran into this Miſtake, by frequenting the Prayers 
of our Church on Week-days, when every Body knows we 
have few inour Congregations, of thoſe who are moſt apt 
to be thus impoſed upon; or that he was led to it by 
nicely ſtudying our Rubric: For by what appears here, 
we know not but that he might have been a Diſſentey, 
and fooliſhly led into this Miſtake by nothing but having 
à Bible, in which both Canonical and Apocryphal Books 
were bound up together. But to whatever you have ſaid 
upon this Head, I think it a ſufficient Reply which I gave 
before; that if it be no Sin to read theſe Books, it is much 
better to comply in this, than to divide the Church for 
the ſake of this Order. To which you anſwer, this of di- 
viding the Church 1s a groundleſs Charge ; for they are 
the Dividers who impoſe this: As if it were not plain, 
that what I intended was, that Compliance in what 1s not 
Finful in your own Accounts, is better than ſeparating from 
the Church on this Account; and as if it were not plain, 
that in order to Peace in this World, it is the Duty of In- 
Feriors, to comply with what they account Weakneſs in 
their Superiors, as well as of Superiors to yield to Inferiors : 
But this belongs to another Head. And I ſhall add here, 
that you might, without ſeparating, take as effectual Care, 
that no People ſhould confound the Apocryphal aud Ca- 
nonical Books, as you can do in your own Method. As 
for the impoſing theſe Leſſons, or retaining them, I have 
no hand in it; the Compliance in reading them is the 
Point: And ſince you cannot ſay, that you think that 
ſinful in it ſelf, or prove it to be fo, I think you might 
have ſpared the Pains you have here been at. And for 
What is here ſaid of my ſelf, I have. been ſo accuſtom'd 
to ſuch ſort of Uſage, ever ſince I had any thing to do 
with you, that I am not now at all ſolicitous, what Opi- 
nions you entertain, or expreſs, of me. | 
I aid it was hard, that you ſhould repreſent it as in- 
Jurious to the People, or as unjuſtifiable in it ſelf, that 
theſe Apocryphal Leſſons in general, ſhould be * to 
| them; 


Reaſonableneſs of Conformity. | 267 


them; and ſome Canonical Books omitted, curtail'd, and 
mutilated: And I gave you my Reaſons for this, viz. 
that there was no Obligation to read every Canonical 
Chapter, in the public Worſhip of God; that ſome of the 
Canonical Chapters may be improper, unintelligible, of ve- 
ry little Concern to Chriſtian People, wholly out of their 
reach, of little Advantage, either to the informing their 
Minds in any important Matter, or to the raiſing their 
Devotions ; and that many of the Apocrypbal Leſſons are 
more for the Edification of the People, than any of thoſe 
Chapters which are omitted, And can you ſay, that none 
of the Canonical Chapters, or any part of them, can be 
improper for a popular Chriſtian Congregation z, or unin- 
telligible; or of little Advantage > Let any one peruſe 
your own Lift of Chapters omitted (which I do not.now 
examine any farther than to remark, that you have in- 
ſerted ſome Chapters which are not omitted; and he will 
find, how many concern the Fewih Rites and Ceremo- 
nies z how many are full of difficult Places, and hard 
Prophecies, not to be accounted for by the moſt learned 
Men amongſt us; how many are Repetitions of the ſame 
pieces of Hiſtory that have been read in other places; 
and will judge himſelf how pardonable at leaſt it is, not 
to inſert ſuch into the Public Srvice, but to leave them 
to the private Studies of Chriſtians. Iam ſure, I have 
ſaid nothing, however you would repreſent me, to inſi- 
nuate that the Canonical Chapters omitted were not ex- 
cellent, according to what they were deſigned for; but 
only that ſome Canonical Chapters might not be proper 
for popular Congregations of Chriſtians aſſembled for the 
Worſhip of God : And againſt this, you have not advan- 
ced one ſingle Argument ; but only endeavoured, after 
an unmanly manner, to expoſe me to your 
People, as one, who had inſinuated, that P. 254 
there were none of all the Chapters omitted, but Ft 
what were improper, unintelligible, &c. which you know 
have not done; and as one zealous for reading the Apo- 
cryphal Leſſons, which I have not at all pleaded for, in 
" general, 
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general, but as for a lawful thing. And how yon can 
anſwer it to God and your own Conſcience, twice under 
this Head, to produce out of my Book, the ſame Sen- 
tence. and to raiſe Indignation againſt me, without at- 
tempting to prove the Falſhood of it. IT leave you to con- 
fider. If it be not true, that many of the Apocryphal Leſ- 
ſons are of more nſe in a public Congregation thay any of 
the Chapters omitted: You ſhould have ſhewn it plainly 
by Inſtances; but ſurely, a Man of your Latitude can- 
not think the bare Name of Canonical ſufficient to make a 
Chapter uſeful in a Chriſtian Congregation. This is no 
more than what I think I might have ſaid, of many mo- 
dern Chriſtian Writings, and of ſome of Mr. Baxter's 
practical Pieces: And if it be true, it deſerves no ſevere 
Cenſure at all. But, not to be content with one ſingle 
. and fair Repreſentation of this horrid Tenet 
P. 256. of mine; but, in the very next Page, to in- 
troduce it again, not to confute it, but to 

abuſe it, by leaving out the Word many, and fo repre- 
ſenting me as ſaying that of the Apocryphal Leſſons in ge- 
neral, which I ſay only of ſome, and have expreſly de- 
nied of others. Give me leave, Sir, to tell you, this is 
- unworthy of a Man; and what, it is beyond the Power 
of you, and all your Friends, to reconcile, I will not 
ſay with Chriſtian Candor, but with common Honeſty : 
Unleſs you can ſincerely ſay, you forgot that Word 
which you had inſerted but the Page before; and ſhew 
Four ſelf ready to do me Juſtice in this Matter. | 


Se. 10. Of the Objection taken from the Miniſtration of 
tbhbe Pſalter. 


N OUR Objection was, That the diſſenting Miniſters 

1 could not declare and ſubſcribe, that the Pſalter, ap- 

pointed to be uſed, hath nothing in it contrary to the 

Word of God, becauſe of that Paſſage, Pſal. 105. 28. They 

- were not. obedient to bis Word, which is contrary to the 
Hebrew, They were obedient — | | ; 

. n 
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In anſwer to this, I ſhewed, that theſe Two Sentences, 
manifeſtly underſtood of different Perſons, contradicted 
not one another, This you own M and yet ſay, 
that the Difficulty ſtill remains. The Difficulty was, as 
you have again printed it, that this Paſſage in the Pſalter 
was contrary to the Word of God; as it was contrary to 
the Hebrew, I ſhewed, it was not contrary. You acknow- 
ledge it: And how then can the Difficulty ſtill remain, 
unleſs you point out other Paſſages which you think con- 
trary to the Word of God ? For if there be no. others, 
which you think ſo; fr may with the greateſt Solem- 
nity ſubſcribe, or declare, that there is nothing in the 
Pſalter contrary to the Word of God: Which can imply 
no more, but that this is your ſerious Judgment. 


- 
* 
L 
* 


Sect. 11. Off the Objection taken from the Athanaſian 
Creed, | | 


Nder this Head I argued, if you acknowledge that 
U this Explication of the Doctrine of the Trinity is 
true, and agreeable to the Word of God; then you ought 
to acknowledge 1t a good general Propoſition, that wag 
ſocver doth not believe it, ſhall be condemned at the Ia 
Day. To this you reply, That you may own a great 
many Truths as agreeable to the Word of God, and yet not 
think an explicit Belief of them neceſſary to the Salvation of 
all Per ſons in all Capacities and Circumſtances : Which I ſee 
not how you can think a ſufficient Anſwer to one who 
made not an explicit Belief of this Explication neceſſa- 
ry to any but ſuch as had Capacities, and Opportunities, 
of knowing it to be agreeable to the Word of God. 
Thus I explained the damnatory Sentences in the Creed: 
And thus have all the conſiderable Perſons in the Church, 
who have applied them to this particular Explication, 
interpreted them, as far 2s I can find, But you quite 
miſtake me, when you think that Icompared this Matter 
with Faith in Chriſt, in the Senſe you oppoſe : For I on- © 
ly argued, that if yon could ſay, that all who believe , 
| ; nor 
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not in him, ſhall be condemned, without including any 
but thoſe who have Abilities and Opportunities of be- 
Heving in him : You might alſo ſay, that they who be- 
Heve not this Explication ( which you own to be agree- 
able to the Word of God) ſhall be condemned, without 
including any but ſuch as have Capacities and Opportu- 
nities of perceiving it fo be. But I find not a Word 
againſt this. | | 


Sect. 12. Of the Objection taken {rot the Office of Con- 


| firmation. 


E now come to the laſt of your Objeckions againſt 
y y the Declaration and Subſcription, taken from the 
Rubric in the Office of Confirmation, which orders, that 
none be admitted to Commnnion before he be confirm- 
ed, Fc. Now, in anſwer to this Objection I fail, that 
it was a very becoming thing, that all Perſons ſhould 
In the moſt ſolemn manner take upon themſelves their 
Baptiſmal Covenant : And ſurely, it cannot be an Excep- 
jon againſt this (which you allow highly reaſonable) ei- 
Ser that this is to done in Preſence of the higheſt 
Officer in the Church : or, that the Perſon who officiates 
uſes a Prayer, in which there is an Expreſſion which you 
do not like, tho no part of what is there prayed for. 
Could Inot free the Form uſed from all Exceptions, yet 
this could not be a Reaſon for a Chriſtian to refuſe to be 
confirmed, becauſe an improper Expreſlion 1s uſed by ano- 
ther in one part of the Office, unleſs he be either a weak 
or prejudiced Perſon : And I cannot think, that you your 
ſelf can judge it a ſufficient Ground_of ſerupling the 
thing it ſelf, becauſe the Biſhop's Prayer hath a Paſſage 
in it you do not like. As for my ſaying, that you, dif 
ſenting Miniſters, would have joined in impoſing ſome 
Things upon the People, &c. as far as Compliance with 
the uſe of them is joining in it: that belongs to ano- 
er place: And I hope it will not be ſaid again to be 
an #nproved Aſſertion. | , 
| | CHAP. 
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HRA 
Of the Oath of Canonical Obedience. 


Hat I frft obſerved under this Head was, that in 
drawing up this Article, you ſay, that Miniſters 
in the Church of England are required to ſwear Subjection to 
their Ordinary, according to the Canons of the Church}, and 
that you ſpeak as if no one could be ordained in the 
Church of England, without taking the Oath of Canonical 
Obedience: Whereas, the Words, according to the Canons of 

the Church, are not in that Form of Words, in which 
the Ordained promiſe Subjection to their Ordinary; and 
Perſons may be ordained in the Church of England, with- 
out taking the Oath of Canonical Obedience. To which 
you anſwer, theſe Words, indeed, are not in the Oatb, 
but the Word Canonical implies as much. Now, 1. Sup- 
poling you were never ſo certain of this, yet in repre- 
ſenting the Terms required, you ought not to inſert your 
Interpretations of them ( which are controverted ) as the 
very Terms required eſpecially in this place, before you 
have ſo much as attempted to prove yours to be the on- 
ly true Interpretation of the Oath of Canonical Obedience. 
But, 2, T was not ſpeaking of that Oath, but of the Pro- 
mile of Subjection to the Ordinary, in the Office of Ordi- 
nation; and in this there is not ſo much as the Word 
Canonical to excuſe your Addition. But this Promiſe, you 
lay, is limited to a certain Senſe by the Oath that came af- 
ter, So that I ſee, you are reſolved to leave us no room 
to make our Eſcape : For-tho' the Word Canonical be not 
here, yet it is inthe Oath to be taken afterwards; and 
therefore, it is implied here, becauſe that Oath was de- 
ſigned to explain this Promiſe. Now, I ſee not to what 
Purpoſe it can be, to give a ſecond Reply to one, who 
is fo ready to give us any Invention of his own, rather 
than he will appear in the leaſt miſtaken, But * the 
ame 


1. 
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ſame time you ſhould have conſidered, whether you 

needed to have alleged the Word Canonical in your De- 

fenſe: Since the Reaſons againſt taking the Oath, as they 

are repreſented by you, in the Name of the ejeFed Mi- 

1ifters, appear to be equally ſtrong, whether the Word 

Canonical had been inſerted in the Oath, or not. You ſay 

farther, that you never thought, much leſs affirm'd, that 

Per ſons were obliged to take the Oath of Canonical Obedi- 

ence at the time of their Ordination. Let any one judge 

of this from your Repreſeritation of this Matter now re- 

printed, in which you give this Account. In the Form of 
making, ordaining, 8c. this Queſtion is required to be put to 

Prie ſis and Deacons, at the time of their Ordination, Will 

you reverently, &c. The Anſwer to be returned is, I will 

do fo, &c. An Oath alſo is adminiſtred to the Ordained, 

of this Tenour, &c. Had not I reaſon from hence, to ſay 

what I did? But let us now come to the Oath it ſelf, a- 

gainſt which you ſay the Obje@ons lie. : 

In order to enquire into the true Signification of this 
Oath, I firſt ſet down the Reaſon of its being impoſed, 
viz. becauſe a Perfon is'now coming into the Dioceſe of 
one particular Biſhop, to act under his Eye and Inſpecti- 
on: From whence I argue, that it can refer to nothing 
but the Injunctions of this particular Biſbop. To which 
vou anfwer, This is not to be ſo far extended, as if it were 

wholly at the Biſhop's Pleaſure, what to require of bis Cler- 
gy. I never ſaid, that this was wholly at the Biſhop's 
Pleaſure: But you acknowledge, that it is thus far true, 
that this Oath refers to the Injun&ions of this particular 
Biſhop, that a Clergyman is not bound, by 

p 291. this Oath, to obſerve Canons, which be himſelf 

| diſlikes, if his Biſhop do not call upon him, 
From whence it follows, that notwithſtanding this Oath, 
a Clergy man is not obliged to obſerve any one of the Ca- 
non (if he ſhould diſlike them all) antecedently to his 
Biſhop's Commands. If this be ſo, how can it be true, 
that this Oath carries in it a plain Obligation, to comply 
with the Canons, and ſubmit to them in their ſtated W 
2 unleſs 
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unle ſ a Miniſter have a Diſpen ſation to the contrary? or 


that an Obligation to comply with the Things required by the 
Canons, as lawful and boneft, is taken for granted in this 
Oath, antecedently to the future Commands of the Biſhop, 
as it is ſaid in your Repreſentation? If a Clergyman be 
not obliged to obſerve Canons which he diſlikes, unleſs 
commanded by his Biſhop ; then how can this Oath im- 
ply init an antecedent Obligation to obſerve the Canons ? 
or how can it refer toany thing but the future Commands 
of this particular Biſhop © | | 1 5 
After this, I propoſed an Interpretation of this Oath in 


theſe Words, I ſwear that I will yield ſuch an Obedience as 
is due, according to the Laws of Chriſt's Church, from ant 


inferior Presbyter to his Biſhop, viz. a ſincere, ready, aud 


ſubmiſſive Obedience, in all lawful and honeſt things, i. e. pro- 


vided be enjoin nothing but what I apprehend in my Conſct- 
ence to be lawful and honeſt. Where it is plain, that I in- 
terpret the Word Canonical, as joined to the Word Obedi- 
ence, after the ſame manner that the Word true is; and 


as ſignifying the Nature and Quality of the Obedience re- 


quired, not the Inſtances in which it is to be exerciſed : 
And yet this Interpretetion, you ſay, yields what Mr. Bax- 
ter pleaded for, unleſs My. H. mean ſomet bing different froin 
ancient and modern Eccleſiaſtical Canons, by the Laws of 
Chriſt's Church which he mentions, If all that Mr. Baxter 
contended for, were this, that a Miniſter promiſed in this 
Oath, a ſincere and ready Obedience; ſuch an Obedience 
as hath always been eſteemed due from an Inferior to a 
Superior; and this only in ſuch things as he himfelf 
ſhould judge to be lawful ; I am heartily glad to hear it; 
and not only yield that this is what the Uath obliges to, 
but contend, that nothing elſe can be meant init. And 
whatever Laws or Canons of the Church you underſtand, 
it will come to the ſame : For I ſpeak only of an Obedi- 


ence of ſuch a nature, ſo ready and fincere,'as is due from 


a Presbyter to his Biſhop. But in repreſenting my Inter- 
pretation, you leave out, for Brevitys ſake, thoſe Words, 
Viz. a ſincere, ready, and ſubmiſſive Obedience; by which 

"” = means 
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means your Readers cannot ſo eaſily ſee my meaning, or 
judge of the difference between the Two Intcrpretations, 
If you grant that this is all intended, that I will pay a 
1incere and ready Obedience to my Biſbop in all things 
which I think lawful , then this part of our Diſput« is at 
an end. If you do not; then you cannot ſay, 1 ove 
yielded all that Mr. Baxter pleaded for: For this 3s si- 
realy contrary to what Mr. Baxter pleaded for; who 
made the Oath to have reference to the Canons, aud to 
be an Oath of Obedience to them, and not only to a par- 
ticular B:ſhop. But you ſay, If the Oath refer to what the 
Biſhop Hall ſee fit to require, tis merely within the Compaſs 
of the Canons. If it be, this will not prove your former 
Repreſentation of this Matter to be reaſonable ; for, not- 
withſtanding this, it may not touch the Canons, but as 
they become the Injunctions of the Biſhop ; and then alſo 
the Words, in all lawful and honeſt Things, Ne 


Power to demur on any particular Canon enjoined. But 
wWuho doth not know, that knows any thing of our Church, 


that there happen frequent Occaſions for the Bzſhop to in- 
terpoſe, in Caſes not touched by the Canons ? and who 
would not rather think, that this Oath was deſigned with 
a View principally to ſuch Caſes ? Again, I ſay, that the 
la Words, in all lawful and honeſt things, refer to all the 
Injunctions of the Biſhop, and do ſuppoſe, that every Tnjun- 
Gon be lays upon you, may poſſibly be unlawful, and diſhoneſt : 
But it is hard in me to ſuppoſe this, you ſay, becauſe the 
- Biſhop is confined to the Canons, &c. Now, this is the 
{ame Miſtake repeated: Por tho' the Biſhop may be ſo 
confined, as that he cannot enjoin things contrary to the 
Canons; yet he is not ſo confined, but that he may often 
enjoin things not contained in the Canons. But ſuppoſing 
it true, that he is fo confined , yet it may be alſo true, 
that it is fuppoſed poſſible in this Oath, that every one 
of his Bij unctions may be unlawful, even thoſe that concern 
Things enjoined by the Canons. This, you ſay, ſeems to 
argue a Forgetfulneſs of what I had ſaid a little above, v1z. 
That in this Oath Men ſwear an Obedience according 1 
8 ; # - F | 7 4 t 2 
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the Laws of Chriſt's Church. But certainly, you are re- 
ſolved not to underſtand my meaning, or to let your 
Reader ſee my own Words: For, all that I ſay is, That 
in this Oath Miniſters {wear ſuch a ready and ſincere 
Obedience, as the Laws of Chriſt's Church require from 
a Presbyter to his Biſhop z but this is to be practis d only 
in ſuch Inſtances, as they themſelves think lawful. This 
I have plainly and Frequently expreſſed : And how doth ' 
this contradict what I afterwards ſay, that the laſt Words 
of the Oath ſuppoſe, that it 1s poffedle all the Biſhop's 
Injunctions may be unlawful ? Cannot J promiſe ſuch a 
ready Obedience to him, in all lawful Things; and yo 
ſuppoſe that he may enjoin unlewful Things? But ſu 
poſing all Miniſters Judges of the Lawfulneſs of all the 
Injunctions of their Dioceſans, you ſay, this will not re- 
concile you to the Oath, becauſe the Rules they ordina- 
rily go by, are enſnaring and wyuſtifiable, and you know 
no Warrant they have to require ſuch an Oath. Now 
you have often acknowleged Epiſcopal Government to 
be lawful: and how that can be exerciſed without the 
Submiſſion of Presbyters, I know not. And if Submiſſion 
may be praiſed, in all Caſes which you think lawful ; 
certainly it may be promiſed in all ſuch Caſes. And there- 
fore, whilſt you avoid the ſpeaking to this Point, this is 
all unneceſſary; and tends only to make your Reader 
believe, that there are frequently ſuch Grievances in the 
Church, as they that miniſter in it know little of. We 
think it ſufficient to reſolve to demur, when any thing 
is enjoined, which we think uxlawful , and not dare to 
enter into other Paths, for fear only that ſuch Things 
ſhould ever be enjoined. I ſay, indeed, that this Ozth 
can refer to nothing but the future Commands of one Bi- 
ſhop, and have proved it at large; and find not any 
thing advanced againſt it, but the ſame Miſtake of my 
Interpretation of the Oath. I have acknowledged, youſay, 
that the Oath refers to Obedience, according to the Laws of 
Ch1ift's Church. I am aſhamed fo often to put you in 
mind, that my Interpretation doth in- fo. many Words 
2 declare, 
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declare, that the Intent of the Oath is to promiſe ſuch 
a ready Obedience as the Laws of the Church require 
from a Presbyter to his Biſhop, in all Things which he 
thinks lawful. And may not this ready Obedience be 
promiſed to the future Commands only of the Biſhop ? 
Why ſhould youſo often argue, as if you had never 
our ſelf read my Interpretation? for one would think 
if you had, you could not make fo ſtrange an uſe of 
thoſe Words (according to the Laws of Chriſts Church) 
mentioned in it. The parallel Caſe, I propofed, I cannot 
but think very much to the purpoſe ; which was only to 
ſhew, that an under Officer may take an Oath of true 
and legal Obedience to the Lord- Mayor in all Iawful things, 
without concerning himſelf with any thing but the future 
Commands of the Lord - Mayor, and may demur upon any 
of his Injunctions, notwithſtanding this Oath : And fo 
likewiſe, that a Presbyter may lawfully ſwear true and 
Canonical Obedience to his Biſhop, with the ſame Con- 
ditions, and upon the ſame Terms. And it is ſufficient, 
that you acknowledge a Submifion to Biſhops lawful ; 
without proving in this place their Oyiginal Right to l y 
any Injunctions upon Presbyters. Againſt this, as I have 
thus again ſtated it, you have alleged nothing to prove 
that a Clergyman promiſes, in this Oath, Obedience to any 
Commands, but what he himſelf fhall judge lawful ; 
and this is all I am concerned about. As for my charg- 
ing you with Prevarication, I can find no ſuch thing in 
my Book; and if you will point me to the place, I pro- 
miſe you to expunge it. My Harangue, as you ſtile it in 
the following Pages, had but too juſt a Foundation: 
And I appeal to more unprejudiced Judges than your 
ſelves, if 2 Management of this Head gave me not a 
fair Occaſion of ſaying ſomething againſt ſuch hard and 
unjuſt Interpretations, But ftill you inſiſt, that according 
tomy own Interpretation, a Miniſter is bound to obey the 
Canons, when called upon by his Biſhop: And I again 
anſwer, that, according to my Interpretation, he cannot 
be obliged by this Oath to obey any Injunctions, 2 
What 
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what he himſelf thinks lawful. Tou ſtill miſunderſtanf 
me, and apply thoſe Words, according to the Laws of 


_ Chriſt's Church, to the Inſtances of Obedience, which I ap* 


plied only to the natwe of it. I may promiſe ſuch a 
ready Obedience as the Laws of the Church require from 
a Presbyter to his Biſhop, in all lawful Things; and yet 
demur about the Laiefvlneſk of any of his Injunctions, 
tho' they be the ſane with the antecedent Injunctions of 
the Church. I ſay, Imay demur, notwithſtanding any 
thing in this Oath, in which I only promiſe a ready 
Obedience in all lawful Things. But it is an unaccount- 
able thing to me, that you ſhould allege hardly one 
Conſideration under this Head, but what is founded up- 


on your own Miſtake ; and that you cannot underſtand 


that Obedience to the Canons, antecedently obliging, 
cannot be Obedience to a particular Biſhop ; and there- 
fore cannot be promiſed in an Oath which wholly re- 
ſpects one particular Biſhop. I have ſaid, and ſtill do 
ſay, that Obedience is due to thoſe Canons, which are 
ſuppoſed to be in force, without this Oath; and that 
Obedience to the Canons is not promiſed in this Oath, 
but when they become the Commands of my particular 
Biſhop : And that then no abſolute Obedience is promiſed 
in this Oath, becauſe the laft Words give you a Liberty 
of judging about the Lawfulneſs of any of his Iyundt- 
on. And this is not to ſay and un ſay, or to run backward 
and forward, as you would make your Readers believe; 
or theſe Things are perfectly reconcileable. And me- 
thinks, you, who have acknowledged, 
That a Clergyman is not bound, by this Ozth, pag. 291. 
to obſerve Canons, which himſelf diſlikes, if A. 
bis Biſhop do not call upon him, might eaſily acknowledge, 
that this is no Oath of Obedience to the Canons, but to a 
particular Biſhop ; and that ſince the Limitation, in all 
lamful and boneft Things, reſtrains the whole Obedience 
promiſed in this Oath, it cannot but belong toevery par- 
ucular Injunction, of what nature ſoever, and give a 
Liberty, anda Right to demur upon any Command laid 
T3 upon 
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upon us, unleſs we be otherwiſe obliged not to demur 
upon ſome particular Commands. Now, if there be any 
Matters of Practice to which we are otherwiſe obliged, 
the reaſon of our not demurring upon them, is not be- 
cauſe they are the Ixjunctions of this particular Biſhop 
but becauſe we are, on other Accounts, obliged not to 
do it. I ſay, therefore, that no abſolute Obedience is pro- 
miſed in this Oath to the Canons, even when they be- 
come the Ixjunctions of the Biſhop, becauſe this Oath 
promiſes no Obedience, but one limited to ſuch Tnjundi« 
ons only as we think lawful; and our Obligation to 
obey the Canons reſults not from this Oath any farther, 
than as they are enjoin'd, and as we think them lawful 
Injunctions. And it is your own Willingneſs to find out 
_ Contradictions where there are none, that makes theſe 
'Things unintelligible to you. | 
Hut, becauſe I acknowledge that one who deſigns to 
miniſter in this: Church, ought firſt to be ſatisfied about 
{ſuch Canons as reſpect his own Behaviour, and are ſup» 
| poſed to benow in force; and reſolve to 
Pag. 295. conform to them; you ſay, you deſire no 
more than what is contained in this Conceſſion, 
aud eaſily to be inferred fromt: For if this will hold, then 
it follows, that you ſhould not act honeſtly and fairly in taking 
this Oath; and that others who take this Ozth, ( which. 
was deſigned to give the Church Aſſurance on this Behalf ) 
before they are ſo ſatisfied, may be charged with Diſimu- 
lation; and ſo, every thing that you aim at. But let us 
a little conſider this. I acknowledge, that a Miniſter 
ought, on other Accounts, to obey the Canons now 
in force, without any reſpect to this Oath, therefore it 
follows, that this Oath was deſigned to give the Church Aſſu- 
rance on this Bebhalf; therefore it follows, that he is obli- 
ged to obey them by this Oath, therefore it follows, that 
he cannot honefly promife to obey a particular Biſhop, 
in all lawful Things, without being ſatisfied about the Law- 
fulneſs of the Canons. You acknowledged but now, that 
this Oath obliged not to the Obſervation of Canons, un- 
leſs a Perſon be called upon by his Biſhop to obſerve 


then; 


% 
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them; and yet here you affirm that this Oath was de- 
ſigned to give the Church Aſſurance that we will obey the 
Canons: While your former Acknowledgment implies 
in it, that the Oath contains no ſuch Aſſurance in it, 
if it ſnould chance that our particular Biſhop ſhould not 
call upon us to obey them. You know, that I have all 


this while been contending, that this Oath reſpects not 


the Canons; and yet you will bring me in here, as yield- 
ing that it doth reſpect them; but it is by fixing Conſe- 
quences upon me, directly contrary to what I have been 


pleading for, and which only help to prove, how unwil- 


ling you are to underſtand me once aright under this 
Head. And after your own egregious and palpable Mi- 
ſtakes, it 1s very pleaſant to find you complaining of the 


| Confuſedneſs of your Adverſaries, only to give your ſelf 
an Opportunity of preſenting to the World, an uſeleſs 


Account of Nothing to the Purpoſe : In which I ſhall not 
follow you any farther, than to ſhew, that, ſuppoſing 
the Truth of your own hiſforical Narration, you cannot 
draw the Shadow of an Argument from it, to maintain 
your Interpretation of our Oath of Canonical Obedience 
to the Biſhop. 3 ; 2 

In the firſt place, you cannot certainly think this a 
good Argument. Several Councils, down to the Year 
675 decreed, That the Eccleſiaſtical Canons ſhould be 


obſerved; therefore, it is plain, this Oath now required 


of Canonical Obedience to a particular Biſhop, was de- 
ſigned, to promiſe, not Obedience to this Biſhop only, 
but Obedience to the Canons. You your ſelf have ac- 


knowledged, that this Oath refers not'to the Canons, but 


as they become the Injun@ions of this particular Biſhop. 
Now, certaininly if it had been deſigned, as you 5 
to back the Decrees of theſe Councils, the ſame abſolute 
Obligation to obey the Canons, would have been plainly 
expreſſed in it. 3 e 
Again, the Tenth Canon of the Eleventh Council of Tole- 
do, required 2- Subſcription from all to be ordained, that 


they would in no wiſe contradict the Canonical Rules; and 


in all Things give due Honaur and Obedience to their Eceleſi- 
8 1 4 aſtical 
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aſtical Superiors. Now this, I think, makes very much 
againſt you in ſeveral Reſpects. 1. What is retained of 
this nature in our Church, at the Time of Ordination, is 
only a Promiſe of Submiſſion to our Superiors, without 
any mention of the Canonical Rules : Which ſhews rather, 
that our Church, in retaining only one part of this, a- 
voided the bringing Miniſters under any ſuch abſolute 
Promiſe relating to the Canons. 2. The Oath of Cano- 
nical Obedience is required, amongſt us, upon our coming 
to ſettle in the Dioceſs of one particular Biſbop; and re- 
gards him only, without the mention of Canonical Rules. 
3. You acknowledge your ſelf that our Oath cbliges not 
to Obedience to the Canons, but as they become the In- 
junctions of our particular Biſnop: And, therefore, ac- 
cording to your ſelf, this is vaſtly different from a Sub- 
ſeription, that implies an abſolute Promiſe to obey all the 
Canons; and not to be interpreted by it. 4. Here is a 
plain Diſtinction made betwen Obedience to the Canons, 
and Obedience to Eccleſiaſtical Superiors. And from hence 
I argue, that an Oath in which there is promiſed a Cano- 
nical Obedience to one Biſhop only, could not be framed 
in Imitation of this. Nay, that it follows rather, that 
the Impoſers did not intend to require in it a Promiſe pa- 
rallel to this; foraſmuch as the expreſs mention of Obes. 
dience to Canonical Rules is avoided, and Obedience to the 
Biſhop only mentioned: Whereas it is evident that where 
a Promiſe of Obedience to the Cauons was anciently in- 
tended, there it was expreſſed in ſo mahy Words; and 
Obedience to Superiors made a diſtinct Matter from it. 
To proceed, 5 
Af er the Year 700, many Biſhops took an Oath which 
made them entire Vaſſals to the See of Rome. Well; our 
Cat h of Canonical Obedience to a Biſhop, in all lawful and 
boneſt Things, can receive little Light from this piece of 
Hiſtory, That, you ſay, or have ſaid, is a Promiſe of 
abſolute Subjection to the Canons in force: And as far as 
it is a Promiſe of Obedience to the future Commands of 
the Biſbop, you acknowledge it no Promiſe of entire Sub- 
jection, but limited as much as any one could deſire. 


Nor 
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Nor is it at all probable, that at the Reformation, our 


Models ſhould be taken from 7 Uſurpations. 0 
Many Canons, in following Councils, ordained that Bi- 
ſhops ſhould manage themſelves according to the Canons: 
And that Presbyters ſhould be ſubject to them, according 
to the Canons. Ard fo it follows inevitably, that our 
preſent Oath of Canonical Obedience to a particular Biſbop, 
in all lawful and honeſt Things, is a promiſe of abſolute 
Obedience to the Canons : For that it was that was de- 
creed in theſe Councils, if any Obedience to the Canons 
weredecreed. To be ſubject to Biſhops according to the 
Canons, is to pay them that ready Obedience, which the 
Cons ſay is due to them; but is a Thing diſtin& from 
Obedience to the Canons that concern a Clergy-Man's beha- 
viour, whether the Biſbop inforce them or not: Juſt as 
the Obedience which, you ſay, was promiſed by Biſhops 
to the Pope, according to the Authority of the Canons, is ſuch 
an abſolute Obedience as the Canons, made ſince his uſur- 
pation, required; not an Obedience to Canons, concerning 
their own behaviour, where He did not interpoſe. 
Biſhops ſwear Subje4ion to the Pope, and Obedience to the 
Canons, in two diſtinct Forms of Words. It cannot fol 
low from hence, ſurely, that this was the Pattern of our 
Oath, in which all the Obedience promis'd is expreſs'd in 
one Sentence; and terminated in one Perſon; and limited 
only to lawful Things. You may obſerve, throughout 
all your Inſtances, that where Obedience to the Canons 
was intended, it was expreſſed plainly, and made wholly 
diſtinct from Obedience to the Biſhop. Now all the Obedi- 
ence we promile is to the Fiſbop : The other part is plain» 
ly rejected from this ſolemn Oath. _ F 

But now we come to the time of the Reformation. And 
here you ſay, that as in the Roman Church, the Metro- 
politan ſwears Obedience to the Pope; the Biſhop to theMe- 
17politan , the Presbyter tothe Bithop: So, in our Church, 
the Chain is now the ſame as ever, putting only the Prince in 
the room of thy Pope, excepting the few alterations the Laws 
bave made. You have not given us the Oath required of 
PFrieftsin the Church of Rome, But theſe few Alterations 
; | | axe 


. 
— 


282 4 Defenſe of the 
are ſuch as might perhaps have added more Light to this 


matter, than all your other Obſervations, if you had been 
pleaſed, or willing, a little to inſiſt upon them. The 


Biſhop in the Church of Rome promiſes an Obedience and 
Faithfulneſs to the Pope, without any limitation. In 


our Church he promiſes to the Metropolitan all due Reve- 
rence and Obedience. And the Inferior Clergy, do not 
promiſe, or ſwear, that they will abſolutely obey the 
Canons; but only, that they will obey their Biſbop; and 
this only, in all lawful and honeſt Things; which two things 
were always heretofore required as two diftin& Matters, 
when they were both intended. So that all you can ſay 
1s, that the Archbiſhop takes an Oath of Fidelity to the 
King ; the Biſhop to the Archbiſhop, and the Presbyter 


_ Hwears to yield IE Obedience to his Biſhop, in all 


ſuch Things as he himſelf judges to be lawfnl. And where 
is the Crime or Slavery of this, even to thoſe who acknow- 
ledge Epiſcopal Government barely lawful ? The Concluſion 
yon draw from your Hiſtorical Account is this, If the Oath 
of Obedience to the Biſhop, ever referr'd to the Canons, it 
muſt do ſo ſtill. I deny the Conſequence. It might once 
refer to the Canons; and yet be alter'd now, ſo as not to 
doſo, And granting the Conſequence, I deny that your 
Account hath made it, in the leaſt, probable, that it ever 
referr'd to the Canons; but rather the contrary, that it re- 


" lates to ſomething that was ever accounted diſtinct from 


Obedience to the Canons. And granting that it doth refer 
to the Canons, you muſt make it a very inſignificant Se- 


curity to the Church, whilſt you acknowledge that it re- 


Fers not to them, unleſs enforced by the Biſhop. And your 
Canon of Scotland, (p. 336.) isſo far from making it evr 
dent, that this Oath ever did, or doth now, refer to the 


Canons; that it makes the Ry highly probable. By 


at, all Miniſters are required to ſubſcribe, to be obedient to 
tbe Canons of the Church. Now how can it be evident from 
hence, that a promiſe of Canonical Obedience to a particular 
Biſhop, limited only to lawful Things, is a p$miſe cf un- 
limited Obedience to the Canons? For if it prove any 
thing to your purpoſe, it muſt prove this, Is it not wt 
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ther plain from hence, that where a Promiſe of Obedience 
to the Canons is required, it is made diſtinct from a pro- 
miſe of Obedience to the Biſhop, and always enjoined to be 
made in plain Words, not capable of any other Inter- 
pretation ? But I cannot but obſerve to the Reader, that 
here is an Hiſtory pompouſly introduced; and ſtyl'd in 
your Contents, An Hiſtorical Account of this Oath, fince its 
entrance into the Church : And in this Hiſtory, there is not 
producetl ſo much as the Form of an Oath of Canonical 
Obedience to a particular Biſhop, impos'd upon Presbyters, 
except that after the Reformation; nothing alleged but 
that, as Uſn7pation came on, the Clergy were in ſome Pla- 
ces required to ſubſcribe to an unlimited Obedience to 
the Canons, and in others had it inculcated upon them 
and an Affirmation at laſt, that the Biſhops in the Church 
of Rome, do now bind their Clergy to them in an Oath, but 
what fort of an Oath we are not inform'd. Now how 
can any thing of all this prove, that this Oath, in which 
you muſt acknowledge the expreſs mention of Obedience 
to the Canons is avoided, was deſigned to oblige to that 
Obedience ;, or that our Oath now impoſed, is the very 
lame, and of the ſame purport, with that in the Church 
of Rome; or that an Oath of Obedience to a particular 
Biſhop, limited only to lawful Things, is an Oath of Obe- 
dience to the Canons © Nay, I am ready to ſhew, that 
you your ſelf, in your own Interpretation of it, make it 
entirely different from any Precedent alleged in this 
Piece of Hiſtory: And, therefore, that it is abſurdly ca 
led an Hiſtorical Account of the Cath now required, even 
upon your own Conce ions. | A 

In one Word, whoever will be at the pains to look into 
what I have heretofore, and now, written on this Head, 
will find, that you have avoided ſpeaking to many ma- 
terial Obſervations; that you fay nothing tothe Objecti- 
ons I made againſt the Interpretation of the ejected Mini- 
fters, that the whole of what you have ſaid, excepting your 
piece of Hiſtory, is founded upon your miſtaking my In- 
terpretation; and that your Hiſtory, if it prove any thing, 
proves the direct contrary to what you would fix upon 
this Oath of Canonical Obedience. But 


284 A Defenſe of the 
But Imuſt conſider thoſe Canors, which you have here 
alleged to prove your Point: for, tho' I do ſtill main- 
tain, that the Oath of Canonical Obedience to the Biſhop, 
doth not imply it in any abſolute Obedience, but leaves a Ml dr 

Liberty of demurring upon any of his Commands, of on 

what nature ſoever; yet I ſtill likewiſe maintain, that a ¶ to 

Miniſter is obliged, as he profeſſes himſelf a Miniſter in al 
this Church, to ſatisfy himſelf about the Canons now in 

force, and to be ready to ohey them, according to the m 

true Intent of them. Now, as for the excommunicating Ca- {i 

nons you mention, I ſay, they are not ſo in force, that ri 

it is, in the leaſt degree, probable, that a Miniſter will be 
called to join in the Execution of them: And, therefore, 

are not ſuch as a preſent Miniſter is concerned in. And J 

tho, as you obſerve, an A of Toleration can take away 
no Rights of the Church; yet an Ad of Toleration can 
hinder the Execution of all ſuch Canon, and remove the 
fear of ever being called upon to execute them. But af- 
ter all, I do not plainly ſee, that theſe Canons did ever 
Tapes the Behaviour of Miniſters at all, but only dire- 
cted others about Excommunications : Or, that the Miniſter 
had ever any part in this Matter, unleſs it were, that he 
might be called upon to declare a Matter of Fact. 

And to ſay that theſe Canons may poſſibly be revived, 
is to ſay nothing, in which the preſent Miniſters are con- 
cerned: And you may as well ſay, ſuppoſing there are 
no obnoxious Canons now, yet there may be in Times to 
come. | 

The next Canon reſpe&s Kneeling at the Communion: 
And for the Lawſulneſs of Obedience to it, I refer to my 
Anſwer to your Iutroduction; in which, I doubt not, I 
mall prove the Lawfulneſs of it, at leaſt, upon your for- 
mer Principles. 

The Canon about the refuſing Communicants coming from 
other Pariſhes, tho the Obſervation of it may be recom- 
mended for its Uſefulneſs, on many Accounts; yet 1s 
apparently and profeſſedly neglected, with the Know- 
ledge and Connivance of our Superiors ; and that by the 


molt regular, and excellent Perſons in their Dioceſes, And, 
therefore concerns us not, - a 
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For the Lawfulneſs of complying with the Impoſition 
of the Surplice, in which Compliance only, a Miniſter is 
ade I refer tomy Anſwer to your Introduction. | 

The Canon that requires Mini ſters to Baptize all Chil- 
dren, &c. doth not intend all Children without Excepti- 
on : But ought, by all the Rules of Equity in the World, 
to be interpreted only with reſpect to a Country, in which 
all Parents are ſuppoſed to be, by Profeſſion, Chriſtians. 
And you have offered no Argument, as I know of, to 
make it ſo much as probable, that That Profeftcn is not a 
\ufficient Title, or that Children are to ſuffer in their Spi- 
ritual Concerns for the Sins of their Parents ; or that it 
is not lawſul to Baptize all Children that are, in the leaſt, 
likely to be offered to Baptiſm, amongſt us, upon the 
Terms required in our Church. 

To pay Obedience to the Canon that forbids private 
Faſts, mits true and full Intent, you muſt acknowledge 
to be lawful : But, at preſent, there 1s not the leaſt Occa- 
ſion to enquire whether it be or no. And it is lawful, un- 
doubtedly, to pay Obedience to that Canon, which en- 
Joins the Mini ſter to exhibit the Names of his Pariſhioners, 
who neglect the Communion. But were it not; the uni- 
verſal Neglect of it, as far as to prevent all Probability of 
your ſuppoſed evil Conſequences, is ſufficient to bear out 
any Mini ſter in the Eftabliſhed Church. 'S Ke 

Thus much for your 5% Reaſon againſt the Oath of 
Canonical Obedience, taken. from your Interpretation of 
it; which makes it, not an Oath of Obedience to ſuch In- 
junctions of a particular Biſhop, as we think lawful ; but 
an Oath of Obedience to the Canons. And bere, I think, 
I have once more ſhewn, that it cannot be ſo interpreted, 
without contradicting the very Defign, and Words of it. 

Your Second Reaſon againſt it was taken from the Ma- 
nagement of the Epiſcopal Government. by Chancellors, &c. 
Which, in many Inſtances, I as heartily lament, as vou 
can expoſe it. But ſee not yet how it touches this Oath, 
For if I ſwear to at e ee to one Perſon only; 
and in all lawful Things only : this Oath obliges me to 
regard nothing but the Will of this particular Perſon, and 

ig: of | requires 
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requires me to examine all his Injunctions, whether they 
be lawful or not. And you acknowledge here, that the 
Oath cannot bind to Things unlawful - But yet, if it d; 
but ſeem to bind to Things unlawful, you intimate that ii 
is mlawful. And this more than once: which is very 
hard indeed, that in Things wherein we are agreed, that 
an Oath cannot bind, it ſhould yet ſcem to bind; and that 
the ſeeming to bind, tho' it be certain it cannot bird, ſhould 
be ſufficient to prove it unlamful. But how can an Oath 
of Obedience to any Perſon, limited expreſſy to Thing: 
lawful, fo much as ſeem to bind to Things unlawful ? 
Give me leave here to ſay again, that it imports little 
to number up the poſeble Inconveniences a Miniſter in the 
Eftabliſhed Church may ſuffer ; for that belongs not to the 
Que ſtion about the Lawfulneſs of Conformity. There may 
be Inconventences attending the doing our Duty: But, as 
much 2s you would make your Reader believe the con- 
tary, they are ſo rare, that I profeſs I know not my ſelf, 
in all my Acquaintance, a ſingle Inſtance of them. And 
I ſuppoſe, you are not without your Temporal Inconveni. 
ences in your own way. But how it can be called actixg 
Blind fold, to reſolve to do our Duty, and to be obedient 
in all lawful Things, tho we meet with Inconveniences in 
our way. I cannot fee. You cannot ſay, that a Minſter 
in the Eſtabliſhed Church, is abſolutely bound by the De- 
crees of others: And if you mean only, that he is ſo bound, 
as to obey them, when he knows they are the Injundiom 
of his Biſhop, and is ſatisfied that they are agreeable to 
the Laws of Chriſt, we are not aſhamed of ſuch Ties and 
Obligations. For this is ſuch an Obligation, as no reaſor- 
able Creature need to be aſhamed of: It is both becoming, 
and juſtifiable + Tt is neither putting out, nor ſhutting our 
Eyes. But I leave you, once more, to juſtify ſuch Repre- 
ſentations of this Matter, to God, and your cwn Conſcience : 
And am very much pleaſed to find, upon this Re. exami- 
' Patioryof the Terms of Miniſtergal Conformity, that I have 
fo little Reaſon to repent of my own Engagements; or to 
envy your ſo much boaſted Liberty, = 
1 4 
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18 it may be obſerved, That the following Papers con. 
cern only ſuch of the Diſſenters as judge Conformity t 


the Church Eſtabliſhed, to be, in it ſelf, lawful. As fu ; 
thoſe among ſt them, who are ſo little inſtructed in the Nil 4 
ture of the Goſpel, as to think Communion with our Church iſ f 
unlawful and Antichriſtian; Icould not hope to convince then © 
of the contrary, in ſo ſmall a Treatiſe as this : And therefor 8 
chuſe rather to refer them to what hat h been already writ |, 
on this Head; and to the Fudgment of the beft and mo ſt learn. 8 
ed among ſi their own Teachers, who profeſs themſelves alway e 
ready to do Fuſtice to the Church of England, and to th: 
Cauſe of Truth, by endeavouring to remove ſuch groundleſs Pre. : 
Judices out of the Minds of their Followers. And, whatever , 
the Iſſue of theſe Papers may prove; it is to be hoped, that ,, 
the . concerned will, at leaſt, think it no Crime or I. 7 
Jury, that we heartily deſire their conſtant Conformity, and 
endeavour to perſuade them to it. JT have nothing farther to 
add, but that T have choſen to argue with them, chiefly ron U 
the Conſiderations of Peace and Unity: becauſe this Methol Wl +; 
is meſt eaſy to be under ſtood; and moſt likely to move all whoWif ir 
* 


Have any Concern left for the Honour of Chriſtiantty, o- 
the Intereſt of the Proteſtant Cauſe, "1 
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J. HERE is no one thing, in which all Pro- 
teſtants amongſt us, as well Diſſenters as Con- 


formiſts, do more agree, than in this plain 

Propoſition, That all cauſleſs and unneceſſar 
Diviſions and Diſtinons, are moſt carefully and conſcienti- 
only to be avoided by Chriſtians. In a deep Senſe of this 
Truth, the beſt Writers on all Sides have, with one Con- 
ſent, and with one common Zeal and Concern, preſſed 
upon the Conſciences of Men, the Duty and Importance 
of Peace and Ccncord, and the Guilt and Miſchief of need- 
leſs Diſtind ions and Diviſions, This being ſo univerſally 
acknowledg'd, and ſo conſtantly taught, I ſhall not here 
enlarge * it, but ſhall only make this Uſe of it at 
preſent, that it is the Judgment, not only of the conform- 
ing Divines, but of your own Teachers alſo, that it concerns 
us all, as much as the Favour of Almighty God concerns us, 
to have a ſacred and conſtant Regard to public Peace and 
Unity. 8 


IT. Now there are but Two Methods, in which our 


Unity can poſſibly be compaſſed; and a Period put to all 


thoſe Miſchiefs and Evils, which have their Foundation 
in the Diſtinction of our Churches, and the different 
Modes of Worſhip ſet up amongft us. For this muſt be 
done, either by the entire Compliance of the Conformifts 
with yon, and the Alteration of the Effabliſhed Church, ac- 


cording to your Wiſhes ; or, by your Compliance with 


_ and your Conformity to the Church already Hſta- 
bed. | 


III. There isa Third Method, which perhaps ſome ſin- 


cere Chriſtians (who know the Goodneſs and Charity of 
U ttbeir⸗ 


— 


* 
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from that Obligation Chriſtians are under, to regard cen. 
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their own Tempers) may be apt to judge fully ſufficient 
for this End, without either of the former: And that is, 
the univerſal Practice of Love, and Charity, and mutu- 
al Forbearance, amidſt our different Modes of Worfhip. 
And I would to God, that there were any thing in the 
Tempers of Men to incline us to hope for an univerfal 
Practice of ſuch God-like Virtues. But where is there 
any Ground for us to expect this? Some few, it may be; 
imagine themfelves poſſt led of a true Chriftian Temper; 
But of how ſmall Importance ĩs this to be eſteemed, when 
we conſider the great Numbers of thoſe who are wholly 
unacquainted with it; when we daily fee how much 
9575 and Violence is entirely owing to our religions Di- 
inctions; and what a Handle they give, as well to de- 
 figning Men at Home, as to onr profeſſed Enemies A- 
broad, to infflame us againſt one another, and to make 
us the Inſtruments of bringing about their Deſigns ? Since, 
therefore, this is ſo very evident, and open to the Obſer- 
vation of all; and ſince you will all agree, that tt is the 
indiſpenfable Duty of us all to do whatever lies in our 
Power towards an eftabliſhed Peace aud Unity; con ſidet 
whether the way to accompliſh this, be to look after our 
dun Tempers only, without regarding the evil Effects 
our Practice may have upon others; or to conſult the na- 
tural Tendencies cf our Actions, and to guide our Pra- 
ctice, in all lawful Things, as we find it moſt conducive 
to the public Face, and leaft likely to prove the Occaſi- 
on of Heat, and Difcord, and Variance, to others. 
This feems to me plainly” recommended to all Chit 
ftians, by the Law of Nature, and the Gofpel of Jeſus 
Chriſt ; tho' they could be ſecure cf preſerving their own 
Tempers and Paſſions, within the Bounds of Regularity 
and Decency, without this. For this refults evidently 


ſeientiouſſy the Good of their Neighbour, the Honour of 
their holy Profeſſion, and the Intefeſt of that Society they 
long to. But indeed, were they only to conſult the 
Happineſs of their own Breaſts, aud had they no Genes 
TAP Sa | A ih 


the Happineſs of that Society to which we belong; provided i 
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with any beſides themſelves, this would certainly be the 
ſecureſt way of conſulting and eftabliſhing their own 
Quiet, and good Temper ; to avoid whatever might pro- / 
bably, or could poſſibly, tend in its Nature to taint their. 
Hearts with Sourneſs, or Malice, or Paſſion; as all will 
acknowledge, that Divifions do, of what ſort ſocver they 
be. However, I put it not upon this, at preſent, becauſe 
ſome may evade this, and pretend to the greateſt Securi- 
ty of their own Charity, and good Temper + And becauſe 
Twrite to thoſe, who muſt be ſenſible, that we have all 


of us a ſolemn Account to give of our Behaviour, as it 


reſpects the World about us; and that we are all ſeverely 

to anſwer for the evil Effects of our Practice upon Humane 
Society, if it be found at laſt that we might have preven- 
ted them, and would not; or that we might have ſeen 
the way tb Peace, and yet wilfully ſhut our Eyes againſt _ 
the Light. This, therefore, I lay down as a certain Rule 
to direct us all in our Conduct, That it is our indiſpenſab le- 
Duty to chu ſe that Method of Practice, which tends moſt t : 


be conſiſtent with that Duty we oe to God; and with aur owt — 
Eternal Salvation, n en e 


IV. This being a certain and undoubted Maxim, it 

follows from hence, that it is: your indiſpenſable Duty 

to practiſe conſtant Conformity to the Eftablihhed Church, as 

long as you acknowledge, that nothing is required of you 

in it, Which is ſinful or unlawful : for this lies wit in 

your Province; and you cannot poſſibly acta better part, 

towards the re- uniting the divided Hearts of this Nation. 

You muſt either conform, or ſeparate : And if your Choice 

be to be determined by. the Maxim now laid down, it is 

impoſſible you ſhould refuſe to conform. For all the 

World knows, and we daily feel, the miſerable Confe- 

quences of religious Diſtinctions and Diviſions, It being 

therefore ſo evident, that your e tend to 

the removing theſe Evils, and to the Unity of this Nation, 

I ſhall not labour to prove to you, what you muſt be a- 
| 2 ready „ 
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ready fully convinced of. But tho this be ſovery plain 


and open to the Capacities of all; and tho your Obliga- 
tion to Conformity be, on this Account, ſo manifeſt and 
undeniable; yet I am ſenſible, that there are ſome Hin- 
drances and Stumbling- blocks in your way to fo good a 
Practice; and that you appear to your ſelves to have 
Reaſons on your ſide, ſufficient to incline yon againſt that 
Conformity which would be fo great a Step to Peace and 
Union amongſt us. My BuſineR,, therefore, at preſent 
ſhall be, to examine thoſe Reaſons, and to endeavour to 
remove thoſe Hindrances, hoping that you will judge ſin- 
cerely and impartially in a Matter of ſo great and uni- 
verſal Concern. 22 | 


— 


V. One of theſe Hindrances I take to be founded on 
that reaſon, you think, you have to expect that the Efa- 
bliſbhment ſhould be altered according to your Minds. For 
ſince our Unity may be effected as well by the Compliance 
of the Conformiſts with Dou, as by your Conformity to the 
Church already eſtabliſhed; you Rem to imagine, that it 
is as much the Duty of the Confor its, to comply with 
Ton, as it is your Duty to comply with them and that it 
is as reaſonable for yon to expect their Conformity to yon, 
as it is for them to expect you / Conformity. to them . And 
ſo not to think your ſelves obliged to Conformity on this 


Account. Now in order to remove this Diffictilty out of | 


your way, I ſhall endeavour to ſhe you, 1585 
1. That it is not as reaſonable for yon to expect their 
Compliance with you, as for them to expect yony Coufor- 


mit y to the Efabliſed Church. And, 


2. That, ſuppoſing it were as reaſonable, yet this 
would be no good Argument againſt your Conformity. 
I. That it is not as reaſonable for you to expect the 


| Compliance of the Conformiſts with you, as it is for them to 


expect your Conformity to the Church already eſtabliſhed. 


And indeed, I cannot think that you your ſelves can 
think it ſo-; For you all ſeem to agree with ug in the 
* great Neceſſity, or at leaſt Expediency, of ſome Patti. 
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lar Form of Church Government, and Worſhip, and of 


the Eſtabliſhment of this by Civil Laws. Were it in your 
Power, there is no doubt but you would think your ſelves 
obliged to eſtabliſh that particular Form, which to your 
ſelves ſhould ſeem moſt agreeable to the Nature of the' 
Goſpel, and the Erid of pnblic Aſſemblies. Now you mult 
be ſenſible, that an Eſtabliſiment can ſignify nothing, nor 
be of any uſe, unleſs it be ſuppoſed, either that it is ſo 
apparently perfect, and ſo ſuitable to the Wiſhes of all 
Perſons, that none can find fault with it, or diſcover any 
thing amiſs in the Conſtitutiam of it: Or, that there is an 


Obligation lying upon every Chriſtian to have fo much 


Regard to public Peace and Decency, as to conform himſelf 


towhat is eſtabliſhed, if nothing be required of him but 


what he acknowledges lawful. | | 
As to the former of theſe Suppoſitions; it is undenia - 
bly beyond the Power of Man to frame any Gonſtitution, 


or draw up any Form, or DireTory for Worſhip, that ſhall 


44 


be agreeable to all Perſons concerned, or free from De 
fects and Imperfections. And therefore, were the eſfabliſ. 
ed Form exactly ſuch as you could wiſh, there is no Argu- 


ment you could urge to preſs others to Conformity to it, F 
but what concludes now for the Neceflity of your Cor» 
tormity to what is now eſtabliſhed 4, nor can there be 


any reaſon for your expecting now that the effabliſbed Forge. 
ſhould be alter'd according to our Wiſhes, which would” 


not equally encourage others to expect the Alteration of 
any other Effabliſhment, had yon order'd it exactly as 9s 
thought beſt. If, therefore, yon ſhould not thinkatt rea-* 
ſonable in others to with-hold their Conformity till the 


eftabliſhed Form was alter'd to their Minds, provided it 
were ſuch as you could wiſh it; you cannot think it rea- 


ſonable in vour ſelves to expect the Alteration of what is 


now effablifhed, merely becauſe it is not agreeable to your 


Deſires. And as you would, in that Caſe, think it much® ' 
more reaſonable for thoſe others to covforgs to your E. 


bliſhment, than to require the Alterstion of jt to their 


Minds: So judge concerning your ſelves now, who are 
a U 3 1 exactly « >, 
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exactly in the ſame Circumſtances; and think it much 
more reaſonable for you to comply with what is already 
Eſtabliſbed, than to inſiſt upon the Alteration of it accor: 
ding to your Wiſhes. For, if there can be no Argument 

urged now for Separation, under pretence of inſiſting 
pon Alterations, that might not with equal force be ur- 
Tar: ped by many others, had Ion your ſelves framed the Efta- 
bliſbment; and if you would think it unreaſonable in thoſe 
| others to expect that the*Eftabliſhment ſhould be new mo- 
dell'd to their Minds; then certainly there can be no 
good Argument urged for your ſelyes, in theſe Circum- 
pl ſtances: Nor can it be ſo reaſonable for you to expecł the 
= Compliance of the Conformiſts with you, as for them to ex- 
; pect your Compliance with the Church already Efabliſhed. 
And this leads us to the other Suppoſition I made, which 
is apparently the Opinion of all who deſire any Eftabliſh- 
ment, as you always ſeem to do, viz. ERS. 
That there is an Obligation upon every Chiſtzan, to 
conform himſelf to what is Eſtabliſped; provided nothing 
be required of him, but what he judges to be Lawful. 
This is plain to all who plead for an Efabliſp ment: For 
otherwiſe, what èan any Eſtabliſhment ſignify? To what 
purpoſe ſhould we deſire or labour after it, unleſs ſuch 
an Obligation be ſuppoſed ? It is in vain to hope that any 
Eſtabliſoment can be ſo framed, as that many Perſons will 
not imagine ſome Defects and Imperfections in it: And 
I this Imagination be ſufficient to excuſe them from com- 
lying with the Eſtabliſb ment, it is wholly in vain to de- 
Aire, or propoſe any ſuch thing. If therefore an Efta- 
bliſhment be neceſſary, or expedient, the Rule muſt be 
that it is the Duty of all Chriſtiaus to comply with it, if 

| no ſinful Terms of Communion be required cf them; un- 
14 leſs you will lay all Eſtabliſpments open to infinite Divi- 


8 
5 % 


ſions, and fruſtrate the very End for which alcne they 


you cannot but think it your Duty to comply with 
tr Church already Effabliſhed.- For that there ought to be an 
4 Eſtabliſhment, is your Opinion as well as the Opinion a 
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the Corformiſts, It is plain, therefore, that it is the con- 
cern of thoſe ho are in Authority, to frame ſuch an one, 
as they judge moſt agreeable to the Goſpelof Chriſt, a 
the Ends of Religious Aſſemblies. And it is plain, that 4 
nothing remains for others to do, but to enquire whether 4 
they can lawfully conform to this Eftabſi/hment, or no. 
And from hence it appears, that it cannot be as reaſonable 
for you to expect the Compliance of your Superiors witRn 
you, as it is for them to expect your Conformity to what 
they have Eftabliſhed. For it appears, how meanly ſoever 
you may judge of their Eftabliſbment, that they have done 4 
their Duty, according to the beſt of their Judgment: 4 — i 
And fo nothing remains, but that you ſhould do your "+ } 
Duty. And if an Eſtabliſhment can ſerve any good pur» 4 
poſe, it muſt be your Duty to comply with it, if you 
find nothing in it contrary to your Duty to God. But, 

2. Suppoſing it were as reaſonable for you to expect 

the Compliance of your Superiors with you, as it is for them 
to — your Conformity to what they have Eftabliſbed ; 
vet this would be no Argument at all againſt your Com; 
formit », as long as no ſinful Term of Communion is requir d 
of you, For ſuppoſing that they do not behave themſelves 4 
exactly as you think they ought, and: will not comply; . 
juſt according to your deſires; I ſee not how this aan 
poſſibly diſſolve your Obligation to conſult the Face and 1 
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your ſelves were in Authority, and had contrived and 
eſtabliſhed. a particular Form of Church-Government, 
and Worſhip, according to the beſt Light, and the trueſt 
Judgment of your own Conſciences; would you think =#**Y 
it juſtifiable, or tolerable, that a number of Men ſhould . 
ſe parate from your Eflabliſhment, not becauſe any thing 
is required of them which they account finful, but be- 
cauſe you would not comply with all their N - 
and new model it according to all their Wiſhes ? Ant 1 
yet this is juſt the Caſe before us. Your: Superiors have 
eſtabliſhed a Form, as it was their Duty to do, agreeably x 
to their beſt Jud ment. -Jow do not judge any thing ièͤũ 
1 | U 4 _ their 
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their Conſtitution unlawful, as far as your Compliance 
is concerned. But you think it highly reaſonable that 


they ſhould act according to your Judgments, and make 
Alterations according to your Deſires: And becauſe 


they refuſe to do this, therefore you will ſeparate from 


them. This, I ſay, is what you could never excuſe in 
your ſelves. This is what tends to the diſſolving all 
Order, and Decency, in the World. For though Obedi- 
ence be not ſuppoſed due to the Perſons whom you think 


_ unreaſonable; yet certainly a ſtrict Regard is due to 


public Peace and Unity : And to what purpoſe do we talk 
of ſuch an Obligation upon all Men? Or to what end do 
we take theſe ſacred Vards into our Mouths; if we can 
diſpenſe with all regard to them, upon ſuch Pretences as 
theſe? If our Obligation to Compliance be diſſolved when- 


ever the Judgment of our Superiors is not conformable 


to our own, it is in vain for us to ſpeak of an Eftabliſh- 
ment: And if there be never any neceſſity for us to re- 
gard Peaceand Unity, but when the Efabli/hment of our Su- 
1 is agreeable to our Wiſhes. we do but profane thoſe 

leſſed Words, when we moſt pretend to exalt and mag- 
nifhe them. Certainly, it is the very Spirit of the Goſpel, 
to comply even with the unreaſonable demands of others; 
I mean, with what ſeems to us founded on no ground; 
rather than to give Occaſion to the leaſt degree of Diſcord, 
and Hatred, in the World. It is our Duty, to forgive the 


ſharpeſt Injuries that can be offered us by our Brethren : 


Nor can we diſpenſe with this Duty under pretence that 
it is as much their Duty to make us Reparation, and 
entreat our Pardon, as it is ours to be reconciled to them. 
Such Interpretations as this would effectually render vain, 
and uſeleſs, all the Precepts of the Goſpel to this purpoſe. 
And if in the caſe of private Perſons and Equals, we are 
indiſpenſably obliged to regard Peace and Concord, even 
the they perſiſt in their unreaſonable Treatment of us; 
certainly much more, in the caſe of Superiors, are we 
obliged to have regard to the ſame great Concerns, pro- 


_ vided nothing ſinful be required of us: Becauſe it is their 


Duty 
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Duty to frame an Efabliſbment for us; becauſe they muſt 

be pole to — it according to the belt light 

they enjoyed; becauſe they deſign no injury to any pri- 

vate Perſon; and becauſe there can be no Peace without 

ſuch an Obligation upon us. Nor can their refuſal ta do. 

what you think reaſonable, any more excuſe you from, 

Compliance in all lawful things, than your refuſal. to do. 

what they judge reaſonable, can in your own Opinion, 

excuſe them from Compliance with on. TIT re 
Beſides all this; if we ſhould ſuppoſe it as reaſonable. 

for your Superiors to comply with. you, as for you to com- 

ply with them; You muſt, on the other hand; acknow- 

ledge it as reaſonable for you to comply with them, as for 

them to comply with you. Now this Argument, it is 

plain, holds as ftrongly againſt their Compliance with 

you, as againſt your Compliance with them. It it be good. 

Reaſoning on your ſide, it is equally good on therrs :. And, 

then there cannot poſlibly be the leaſt ground ever to 

hope for an Agreement. But how ought ſuch an Argument. 

to be treated amongſt Chriſtians, as demonſtrates the ut - 

ter impoſſibility of Peace and Unity amongſt them? But 

if you will not allow it to be good Reaſoning on their 5 

part, as It is plain, from your Expectations, you will 5 

not; then you mult either ſhew us, that it ĩs not the ſame. * 


Reaſoning ; or you muſt think it no more an Argument 
againſt your Compliance with them, than it is againiteberr 
Compliance with you. For the matter plainly comes to 
this; if this be a good Argument againſt your Compliance, 
it is equally good againſt the Compliance of your Suppe, 
7iors : And then you have no Reaſon to expect their Com- 
pliance with you. But if you will not allow it to be a good 
2 againſt their e eee in act cam. - Þ 
not think it a good Argument againſt: your Comphance. , _ 3 
With them 4080 then wm N no reaſon from hence Fl 
againſt your Compliance with them. % %% NT 
And indeed, the only reaſon you can have to expe&  ? 
the Compliance of your Superiors, muſt be this; becauſe t 
is the Duty of all Men, as well thoſe in Authority * rs 
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Subjeckion, to conſult, as much as poſſibly they tan, the 
Peace and Concord of the Society to which they belong 
For the intrinſic Juſtice of your demands cannot fo eaſily 


appear to them as this : And ought not to move them 


any farther than it appears to them. And if this be the 


ground of your moſt reafonable Expectations, this is 


not 1 their caſe, but touches your ſelves very 
nearly. For if this be the Duty of all Men, it is as much 
your Duty as their: And it will be found a lamentable 
excuſe, to plead before God at the laſt Day, that you neg.: 


. . Kcced to promote Concord and Unity amongſt Chriſtians, 
2 2 zecauſe others neglected it; and that yon refuſed to do your 


ty, becauſe others refuſed to do what yon accounted to 


* 


be their Duty. nk | 
I hope therefore, I may ſafely conclude, that there 
cannot be ſo great Reafon for your Sxperi9rs Compliance 


with you, as there is for your Compliance with Them : Or, 
ſuppoſing the contrary, that it is your Duty, notwithſlant- 
ing, to hade ſuch a regard to Peace and Unity, as to comply 
56 Them by conforming to the Eſtabliſhment already made 
them. pag | | 


VI. The Second Argument I ſhall mention, by which 
you defend your Practice, and ſatisfy your Conſciences 
in your Separation, is founded on that regard you are ob- 
liged to have to your own Edification, in your attendance 
upon Public Aſſemblics. You argue, that you are indi{- 
penſably obliged to conſult your own ſpiritual Profit and 


Improvement; that this you cannot do ſo well, by con- 


Forming conftantly to the Church Eftabliſhed, as by fre- 
quenting Separate Aſſemblies; and that therefore, you 


think your ſelves under an Oblzgution to ſeparate from 


the Church of England. This I take to be an Argument the 
moſt univerſally received, and the moſt heartily embra- 


ced, of any that concern your Separation, and therefore, 


I ſhall be the more careful to examine the full force of it, 
And, under this Head, I hope to ſhew you, 
1. That there is nothing wanting in the Conſtitution of the 


Church 
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church of England, that you can ſuppoſe neceſſary to your 
private Edification, -  ”» ©: N 


2. That afte? your private Edification is ſo far conſulted, 
it is your Duty to regard the public Edification of the whole 
Church of Chriſt. | wr To CNN 

3. That you cannot conſult the Edification of the Church 
of Chriſt more effectually, than by promoting Peace and Con- 
cord among ft Chriſtians, ' + og not Hh rn aint A 

Theſe three Points will very much help to determine 
your Duty, as far as the matter of Edification is concers 
ned, | 1 725 | 12. {4 | 4873. 

1. That there is nothing wanting in the —— the 
Church of England, that you can ſuppoſe neceſſary to your 
private Elification. The Ends of 4 Public Af. all 
on Religious Accounts, are completely anſwered, it the 
Conſtitution of our Public Services be ſo framed, as that 


. 


we can praiſe Almighty God, and pray to him as we ug 


ought z and be perfectly inſtructed in our Duty, accor- 
ding to his Will. For the former of theſe purpoſes, the 
Liturgy is deſigned : For the latter, the Sermons conſtantly 
Preached, together with thoſe Portions of Scr7pture that are 
Read to the People, in the daily Service of the Church. 
Now, I cannot but think, that in the ſerious Uſe of 
this Liturgy, you may be more ſecure of offering up to 
Gol ſuch Praiſes and Pra ers as are acceptable to him, 
and fit for Public and General Occaſions, than you can be 
in any ſeparate Aſſembly, here the whole is left to the 
Diſcretion and Abilities of the Miniſter. There is nothing 
in this Service indecent; nothing unſuitable to the Ma- 
jeſty of him who receives it, or unbecoming the Charact- 


er of thoſe who offer it. It is compoſed of Confeſſons; of ; 


"iſ, and Than ſgivings; of Prayers and Iuterce ſtous ; and 
theſe very well adapted to the Conditions and Obliga- 
tions, and Neceſſit ies of the generality of Chriffians. And 


4 


what could you. wiſh for more in a Public Service? Or, 


where can you go, where you can be certain of ſo goed 


and ſo proper Atliſtances ? If you ſay, you have been 


preſent at this Service, and find little entertainment 


in ; 
it; 


4 
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itz that it is dry ani jejune; unapt to move your Af 
fections, and raiſe your Devotions; conſider whence thi; 
muſt have proceede1. Have yon come to it with a hearty 
good Will, anda ſincere deſire of reliſhing it? Hare 
you thrown out of your Minds all Prejudices, and en. 
deavoured to cure all that indifference to it, which a lon 
diſuſe may have cauſed? Have you attended to it with 
Application and Seriouſneſs ? And, above all, have you 
prepared your Hearts before Hand, and endeavoured to 
furniſh them with ſuch Thoughts, and ſich Aﬀections, as 
are proper to be expreſſed in all the ſeveral parts of Pub. 
lic Worſhip * This is the main Point of all: And who- 
ever hath conſcientiouſly done this, Iam perſwaded, will 
, net-hghtly ſpeak evil of the Eftabliſhed Litnrgy ; and will 


empty Service, or to prefer ſuch Compoſitions before it, 
as he muſt join with as ſoon as he hears them, and often 

ore he can paſs a true Judgment upon them. This in- 
deed 1s true, that the Plainneſs and Simplicity of the 
Liturgy, renders it more intelligible to all Capacities, than 
any Prayers ſet up in oppoſition to it : But this Plainneſs 
is not ſuch as can be deſpiſed by any of thegreateſt Senſe, 
and is ſo far from being a Blemiſh, that it is an Excel 


Jence in it, and ought to recommend it to the Approba- 


tion and Uſe, of all amongſt us. And, on the other fide, 
it muft be acknowledged by all who have conſidered it, 


that at is ſo fram'd, as to be capable of expreſling the de- 


- veut Affections of all who bring any Devotion along with 
tem; and of exciting, and awakening, all ſuch Religi- 
ous Paſſions as are neceſſary, or becoming, in their pro- 
per Places, and upon proper Occaſions. If, therefore, 
Fou deſire any Eftabliſh'd Form of Worſhip, how much 
| greater reaſon have you to be thankful, that this is fo 
well fanted to the End of it, than to ſeparate your ſelves 
from the ule of it, becauſe it is not, in every Expreſſion, 
what you could wiſh it? „ 
And as the Eftabliſbed Church hath thus provided for 
your worſhipping God, as becomes Chriftians ; fo allo it 


J 


not eaſily be induced, eſther to treat it as a cold and 
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55 certain and ievident, that there is noone Point of Duty 
and Practice, which you cannot be as ſecure of learning, 
under He Miniſtry of this Church, as of any other what- 
erer; that you may be ſure of hearing all the Doctrines 
of the Goſpel honeſtly and compleatly delivered, and 


lall the Motives of it fairly and affectionately propoſed. 


The Port ions of Holy Scripture that make up a conſtant 
Part of the daily Service, are of excellent Uſe to this pur- 
poſe : And the Preaching of the Miniffers in this Church, 
5, at leaſt, as fufficient for this End, as any that is oppo- 
fed to it. Nor need I uſe more Words upon this Head, 
becauſe the Matter is too plain, and manifeſt, to be de- 
nied. 0 | ; 
What is it, therefore, that can induce you to leave the 
Efabliſhed Church, under pretence of Edification 2 The 
Liturgy of it is ſo framed, that you may praiſe God, and 
pray to him, in every reſpect, as becomes the beſt Chri- 
ſftians : And if it do not ſeem, at firſt hearing, ſo moving, 
and affecting as you could wiſh ; you ought to be wil: 
ling to think, that it proceeds rather from ſome defect in 
your ſelves, than from the coldneſs of that; and to con- 
ſider, that it is fully ſufficient for the expreſſing, and ex- 
citing, all the devout Affections that are neceffary to 
Chiſtians aſſembled together. And the Teaching part is 
ſo managed, that you cannot fear the want of any ne- 
ceſſary and uſeful Infru#ions. And if you can worſhip 
God, and be taught to live, in all reſpects, like Chriftzans, 

as well in the Communion of the Eftabliſbed Church, as in 
any Separate Congregation; then, certainly, there is nothing 
wanting in the Conſtitution * this Church that you can 1. 
poſe neceſſary to your privatè Edification. The ſecond Pro- 


poſition I undertook to fpeak to, under this Head, will 4 


not require fo many Words, vix. 3 . 
2. That, after your private Edification is thus far con- 
ſulted it is your Duty to regard the public Edification of the 
hole Church of Chriſt. This, I ſay, will not require 
much Illuſtration, becauſe I have already touched upon 
it; and becauſe all thoſe acknowledge the Truth of it, 


_ 


[ 2 on; then certainly, Peace and Love are inſignificant Tri 
„ fles, and not worthy to be put in the Balance againſt the 


Who acknowledge that Chriſtians are concerned in the 


that this Man, I ſay, ſhall never find any reaſon to com- 


4 
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in other Words, who ever plead for Peace; all who ar. . 
gue for Conceſſous, or for Conformity on any Terms; all 


Good of their B/ethren, and the Happineſs of the World on 
about them. And who is there ſo little acquainted with | Rt 
the Nature and Deſign of the Chriſtian Religion, that doth g 
not acknowledge this? And that is not ſenſible what a 3 
Streſs the Goſpel lays upon the Social Virtues, and with 

how much Affection it recommends to us the Advantage Bl me 
and Intereſt of the whole Chriftian Church ? Firſt, indeed, . 
we are to regard our ſelves, ſo far as to ſecure our own 
Innocence, and to pay that Worſhip to God, which is Ml i 
due to him: But after this is ſecured, he that moſt ten- | 
derly regards the Peace of Humane Society, and the 

Happineſs of his Chyiſtian Brethren, is moſt likely to be 
high in the Glory of God, and in the Favour of his Lord 
and Maſter. And if the Conſiderations of Peace and 
Love, be not of force enough to induce us to conform to 
a particular ſettled, or eſtabliſhed Church, in which we can 
worſhip God acceptably, and promote our own Salvati 


leaſt Fancy, or Humour of our own. But this cannot 
be : And we have more reaſon, from almoſt every Page 
of the New Teftament, to think, that one who frequents 
the eſtabliſbed Worſhip, not becauſe it is the moſt accepts 
able to him, or moſt agrecable to his preſent Sentiments, 
Put only on the Account of Peace, and for fear of giving 
Encouragement to ſuch Diſtgy&ions as may prove the 
Occaſion of much Enmity and Il. vill amongſt Chriſtians 
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plain of the ſmall and inconſiderable Defects of it, and 
{hall be found at laſt, to have conſulted even his own pri- 
vate Edification, much more than thoſe who have follow: 
ed other Methods, and acted upon other Principles. But 
1 am toſhew, _ 


3. That you cannot conſult the Edification of the Church 
of Chriſt more efetnally, than by promoting Peace and on 
| | cor 
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cord among Chriſtians. ' Knowledge, ſaith St. Paul, 1 Cor. 8. 

I. puffeth up, but Charity ediſeth. And the Conſequence 

Jof this is, that every thing that can promote Charity and ae 

concord amongſt Chriftians, is to be the great Employ- 

ment of their Lives; and every thing that tends to de- 

ſtroy thoſe great Goods, and to promote Strife and Diſ, 
cord, is conſcientiouſly to be avoided by them. No So- 

ciety was ever built up, and made ſolid and durable, in 

any other Methods, but thoſe of Concord; whereas the 

moſt ſolid and firm Societies in the World, have been 

diſturbed and diſſipated, and totally ruined by Diſcord. 

What then do we think will become of that Chrzftian So- 

ciety to which we belong, if we think much to diſregard 

our own private Humours and Fancies for the ſake of 

the Public, and go on to purſue ſuch Methods, as have 

already inflamed us againſt one another, and daily prove 

the Cauſes of much II- will and Hatred amongſt us? Was 

the Chriſtian Church ever edited, or built up, by the Strife 

and mutual Animoſities of thoſe who compoſed it? Or, can 

we hope to deliver it down ſecure and unſhaken to Poſte- 

rity, by ſuch a Behaviour? Who would think that Chri- 

ſiians ſhould not be ready to ſacrifice any private Opi- 

nion to the Intereſt of their common Chriſtianity ? And 

yet, we live in thoſe unhappy Times, in which Chriftians 

are rather labouring to find out Arts to ruine the common 

Cauſe, than willing to bend their own Deſigns and Opini- 

ons to the Support of it; and are rather ſtudious to 

alive the miſerable Diſtractions of the Church of Cbriſt, 

than ready to cure and compoſe them, even by the eaſieſt 

and moſt commendable Methods. Nothing adds ſo much 

Glory to the Chriſtian Church, as the Union of Chriſtians. - 

And as nothing gives more Beauty to it, ſo nothing gives 

more Strength than this. Nothing makes it more firm, 

and happy, in it ſelf; and nothing renders it more ami- 

able in the Eyes of others, or gains more Proſelytes to it. 

Nothing conſequently can more conſult the Edificariox of 

3 the Chriſtian Church, than to promote Peace and Love a- 

„ Dong Chr7/rans.z and nothing can more Drag Jos 

4 1 
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,, than to make this the great End of your Actions: eſpeci- 
_ ally conſidering, that you cannot conſult the Edification 
of the Chriffi: Church, without conſulting your own pri- 
vate Edification; and that it is impoſſible you your ſelve; 
ſhould be more effectually ediſed, than by regarding the 
Public Good, and by promoting the Practice ofthoſeſpeace- 
able and charitable Virtues, which make up ſo great x 
b L 
And ſince it is ſo apparent, that your private Edi fica- 
tion may be ſufficiently promoted in your Communion with 
the Eftabliſhed ( burch, that, after that Point 1s ſecured, 
it is your Duty to regard the Edification of the Churchof 
Griſt; and that you cannot conſult the Edifcation of the 
Chriſtian Church more effectually, than by promoting Peace 
; | and Concord amongſt Chriftians + T need not tell you what 
= follows from hence. For if it be your indiſpenſable Duty 
43 to promote Peace and Concord amongſt Chriſtians , then 
| e indiſpenſably obliged to avoid whatever tends to 
nebaritableneſs and Diſſention amongſt them. And, if the 
Method in which you are at preſcnt engaged, do mani- 
feſtly give Occaſion to 8 Diſcord and Violence 
amongſt us, remember, that you are to anſwer for it: 
And what Account will you be able to give of it, when 
you cannot deny, but that you might have been in a ſe- 
cure way to Heaven, without entring upon this Method? 
Judge therefore, in your ſelves, whether you can do any 
thing more worthy of the Name of Chriſt, than to help to 
put an End to the Miſery and Shame of this part of the 
Chriſtian World, by uniting with that Church from which 
vou have ſeparated. And, from all this laid together, | 
judge in your ſelves, whether there be any thing in the 
Argument commonly drawn from Edification, ſufficieut to Ml | 
divert you from conſtant Conformity to it. | 
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VII. But, notwithſtanding what hath been hitherto 
urged, you may perhaps think, that the Toleration, al- 
lowed by the ſame Laws which have efabliſþed the Church 
of England, hath wholly taken off your . | er 
CR, | iſlolv 
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diſſolbed all that Neceſſity, you might otherwiſe have 
been under, of conforming to the Church of Frgland. No-, 
ſuppoſing it to be in the Power of a Toleration'to leave 
you ſo far at Liberty, pray conſider, whether the Tolera- 
tion which you allege, was ever deſigned to give this 
Liberty to ſuch as acknowledge Communion with the Eſta- 
Dliſbd urch, to be lawful and confequently, whether 

the very Deſign of the Toleration, do not rather condemn 
than acquit ou. But it ſignifies little, in our preſent 

Cauſe, whether this be ſo or no. For I argue not merely. of 
from the Efabliſhment of the Church by Civil Laws : But ©2*/ 
from thoſe Obligations to regard the Peace, and Concord 
of Chriſtians, which are ever the ſame, with, and with- 
out, the Interpoſition of the Civil Power, It is ever the 
Duty of Chriſtians to have the ſame ſacred Regard to 
them; and ſuch a Duty as can never be diſpenſed with. 
So that were the Church of England only the ſettled 
Church of the Place, without the Eſtabliſhment of Civil 
Laws, your Obligations to Conformity would be ſtill in- 
diſpenſable; becauſe you could not conſult the Public 
. er ſs, and Peace, without it. Nor can any Toleration 42 he 


diſlolve theſe Obligations; becauſe no Toleration can diſ- 
ſolve your Obligations to conſult the Public Happineſs, 
and Peace; as much as you poſſibly can. This remains 
the Duty of a Chriſtian for ever: Nothing can diſengage 
him from it, but the utter Impoſſibility of the thing, or 
the Inconſiſtency of it with his own Innocence, and Eter- 
nal Salva. n d ih cs ne bh et 
But when you ſpeak of Toleration; the very mention 
of it cannot but put you in mind, that the Church of 
England hath not only Preſcription, and a. ſettled Foſſeſi- 
on, to plead for it ſelf, but allo an Effabliſhment by Civil 
Authority, as well as Eccleſiaſtical. And, therefore, if 
you ſhould fix it only upon this, as you often do, yet 
this is ſufficient to condemn your Diſregard to it; as 
long as any Regard is acknowledged to be due to the 
Injunctions, and Preſcriptions, of lawful Authority,. For 
when any particular Church is eftabliſhed by the Crvil Aus 

X thority 
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thority of a Land, Conformity to it is made the expreſs 
Command of that Authority, and is required of all who 
judge it to he lawful : And Non conformity in ſuch, be- 
comes not only a Neglect of the Peace and Happineſs of 
Society, but alſo an Act of Diſobedience to lawful Authoritj. 
The Deſign of the Efabliſoment could be no other, but 
that all ſhonld conform to this Church, who can poſſibly 
do it with a fafe Conſcience : And conſequently, the Jo- 


lexation cannot be ſuppoſed contrary to the very Deſign 


of the Effabliſhment. But, however that be, our Obliga- 
tions to conſult the Peace, and Concord of Chriſtians, can 
be diſſolved by no Humane Permiſſions; and conſequent- 
ly, the Toleration cannot diſſolve them. And from both 
theſe it follows, that the Toleration cannot, in the leaf, 
affect the Duty of conflant Communion with the Churchof 
England, or excuſe you in your Neglect of it. 


VIII. I come. now to examine another Reaſon, too com- 
monly urged againſt conffant Communion with the Church 
of England : And that is founded upon a miſtaken Noti- 
on of a Catholic Spirit, and of Chriftian Moderation. For 
it is {aid by many of you, that conftant Conformity to this 
particular Church is utterly inconſiſtent with true Modes 
ration, and that charitable and Catholic Spirit that be- 
comes a Chriſtian, Now, in reply to this, I ſhall endea- 
your to make it appear, | 5 Y 4 

1. That true Chriſtian Moderation is of ſuch a nature, 
that it will it ſelf incline and lead you to conſtant Conformi- 
ty with the Church of England. And, 

2. Thatconſtant Conformity is perfectly conſiſtent with 
282 Catholic Spirit, and the moſt extenſive Chriſtian 
"Engrity. _ © 7 

And if theſe Two Points can be clearly made out, they 
will entirely remove out of the way this O jection againſt 
your conſtant Communion with the Church of England. 


1, I ſhall endeavour to ſhew you, that true Chriſtian 


Moderation is of ſuch a nature, that it will, it ſelf, incline 
and lead you to conſtant Conformity. For Chriftian Mode- 


ration, 
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ration, rightly ſtated, is a Temper of Mind, diſpoſing us 
to Peace and Concord; teaching us to give up all leſſer 
Concerns to theſe, and to recede from what we zimagine 
| tobe due to us in Juſtice, or from what we might, in, 
Strictneſs of Right, lawfully infiſt upon; to recede, I 
ſay, from this, for the ſake of a great and univerſal Good, 
And the Excellence of this Chrifian Grace, in its Influence 
upon Humane Society, appears from hence, that it leaves 
not Men at Liberty, and indifferent to Peace and Concord, 
till they are all ſatisfied in their Judgments, ſo far as to 
be of one Opinion, and to think the ſame things juſt and 
reaſonable in themſelves. This would be endleſs: And 
no one could hope to ſee Pace in any one Society in the 
World, upon ſuch Terms; there being little reaſon to 
hope for an univerſal Agreement in the ſame Notions. 
But Moderation, as it was ſincerely deſigned to promote 
the Peace of Society, ſo it takes a more effęctual Courſe 
than this, to accompliſh its Deſign. For if” teaches, and 
obliges, thoſe that differ never ſo widely in their Opini- 
ons concerning leſſer Matters, to unite, and agree, for the 
ſake of ſomething that is of more Weight and Importance. 
Moderation, it is true, doth not oblige us to alter our - | 
Judgment about the Reaſonableneſs, or Unreaſonableneſsz 
the Juſtice, or Injuſtice, of any particular Matter: But 
it doth what is much more likely to contribute- to the 
Happineſs of the World; for it obliges us to give up a 
Right, and to recede from what appears to us to be a 
reaſonable Demand, rather than to give the leaſt Occaſion 
mT the Diſturbance, and Unhappineſs of Society. So that 
X it appears to be the great Buſineſs of Moderation, to in- 
duce us to practiſe all lawful Things for the ſake of Prace 
and Concord, amongſt Chriſtians. And conſequently, 
7 your conſtant Conformity to the Eſtabliſhed Church being, in 

your own Judgments, lawful, Chriſtian Moderation is fo 
far from inclining you to refuſe it, that it doth, it ſelf, 


2 lead you to it; as it leads you to all Acts of Compli- 
4 ance, and Condeſcenſion, for the ſake of a great, and 
N univerſal Good. This I think a true Account of Chriſtian 

j 


Moderation, and particularly of that place in the New 
. = lJeftament 
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Teſtament, where St. Paul preſcribes to Chriſtians, that 
their Moderation be known unto all Men. th Ks 

But ſuppoſing this be not an exact Account of this 
Matter, yet J am certain, that here is nothing laid down, 
but what is apparently the Duty of every Chriſtian: And 
if that be ſo, it is of ſmall Importance, whether he be 
obliged to this Duty by the Precepts of Moderation, or by 
fome other Precepts of the Goſpel; It is certain, that your 
Obligations to conſult the Peace and Happineſs of Society, 
cannot be anfwered, unlefs you are ready to give up all 
leſfer Confiderations to thefe. Nay, it is certain, that all 
the Precepts in the Chriſtian Religion, that concern Peace, 
and Concord, are vain and uſeleſs, unleſs this Method be 
taken, For can you poliibly hope, or expect, to ſee ſuch 
an Agreement amongſt Chriſtians, as we all pretend to 
wiſh for, if we muſt wait till they are all perſuaded of 
the Juſtice and Reaſonableneſs ofone another's Demands? 
till they are of the ſame Opinion, in thoſe Points in which 
they now differ? We may as well expect a Reconciliaty 
on, and Agreement, between the moſt diſtant Things in 
Nature. But here is a plain and eaſy way to Peace and 
Concord; if Chriſtians would be periuaded not to break 
the Peace of Society, for the ſake of any Matter of leſs Im- 
Portance, for the ſake of what they might omit, without 
endangering their own Eternal Happineſs. This is a Me- 
bod, of all others; the moſt level to all Capacities ; it be- 
ing no difficult Matter to determine whether ſuch a par- 
'ticular Behaviour be conducive to the pubhc Peace, or 
contrary to it; and every Man being his own Judge of 
the Lawfulneſs, or Unlawfulneſs of any Practice. So that 
this Method onght to be acceptable to you, as it is the 
only probable way to come to any tolerable Degree of 
Peace amongſt Ch iſtiaus. 12 = 5 

It is a very bad Not ion of Moderation, that is embraced 
by too many, who think it the buſineſs of this Grace to 
make us indifferent how we behave our ſelves in leſſer 
Matters, provided we hold to the main, and fundamen- 
tal Points of Religion. For it cannot be the deſign of 


Moderation to break in upon any other Precepts of the 
| | Goſpel, 
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Goſpel, or upon any of the Dictates of ſound Reaſon. And 
ſince it is certain, that the Peace, and Happineſs of Society, 
is moſt paſſionately recommended to the care, and regard 
of Chriſtians; it is as certain, that Moderation cannot diſ- 
ſolve the Obligations of Chriſtiaus to have a tender Con- 
cern for the good of the whole Church, or make it an in- 
different Matter to them, which way of Behaviour they 
chuſe: But, whatever the true Notion of it be, it certainly 
leaves them under the ſame Obligations to promote Peace, | 
to which the Laws of their Mafter have bound them up. 

But there is yet another Notion of this Virtue, accors 
ding to which it is declared by ſome, to be the Nature, 
and Office, of Chriſtian Moderation, to regulate our Opi- 
nions concerning every thing, and to teach us not to va- 
lae any thing above what it deſerves, and not to lay a 
greater wejgnt upon any Matter, than the Nature of it 
requires. Now, though this cannot be a juſt Account of 
that Moderation we find ſpoken of in the New Teſtament, 
yet it is certain, that it is our Duty to fix juſt Notions of 
things in our Minds, and to value every thing according 
to its Excellence, and no farther. And if any Perſons 
think fit to call it by the Name of Moderation, it is not 
worth while to diſpute that Point. But I muſt then ob- 
ſerve, that Moderation, in this Notion of it, hath not the 
leaſt Tendency, in its Nature, to hinder your conſtant, 
Conformity to the Church of England, or to induce you to 
give any Encouragement to a Separation from it. For if 
it be the pecnliar Office of Moderation, to keep your Value 
for every thing within due Bounds; and to regulate it fo, 
that it be N not placed upon any Object in an undue 
Meaſure: It will, indeed, teach you to value every thing 
leſs than your own eternal Salvation; but it cannot teach 
yol to undervalie the Peaceand Concord of Chriſtians, as 
Trifles cf no Importance. No, the Value of theſe will be 
always great, next to your own everlaſting Happineſs ; 
and cannot be affected, or altered, by Chriſtian Modera- 
ton: Which, if it rightly ſettle the due place of every 
thing, will certainly fix theſe in a very high Degree, and 
make them ſecond to nothing but Salvation it ſelf. And, 
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f Moderation it ſelf, according to this Account of it, will 
Vvnavoidably lead you to this, how can you ſhew this Re- 
| gard, that 1s apparently due to theſe Goods, whilſt you 
rxrefuſe that Conformity to a lawful Eftabliſbment, which 
E would mightily promote them; and. give Encouragement 
to thoſe Diviſions, which are the greateſt hindrances to 
them? And how can you be ſaid, in this Conduct of 
your ſelves, to ſatisfie the Demands, and obey the Di- 
Cates, of that very Moderation, which you plead in your 

- Defenſe , unleſs you ſuppoſe it becomes a Chriſtian to 
Shave an indifferent and Moderate Regard, to that Unity, 
and Peace, whichare the very Glory and Strength of Chri- 


ſanity. * 
Indeed, were there any thing in your con ſtant Commu- 
nion with our Chuych, which would neceſſarily oblige you 
to place a greater Value upon any thing in the Conſfitution 
of it, than it really and truly deſerves; ſomething might 
be urged from the Virtue of Moderation, in this Senſe of 
it, to defend you in your Neglect of it. But conftant 
Conformity im lies not in it any thing like this. For if 
you have framed your Opinions ſo, as to think meanly 
of the Public Service of the Eftabliſhed Church, in com- 
= pariſon with the ways of Vorſoip ſet up in oppoſition to 
it; (which I cannot imagine to proceed from any thing, 
ee : . pd | 
but Education, or Cuſtom ;) conſtant Communion doth not 
oblige you to think, or declare the contrary : Nor doth 
it neceſſarily imply any thing in it, but that you do, n 
rl, ſome Conſiderations, prefer it before Separation; whether 
V — or its own fake, or the ſake of the public Peace, and 
pe. Unity, no one can judge from the Practice of it. And 
conſequently, the Principles of Moderation, this way ex- 
plained, cannot reaſonably influence you againſt conft ut 
Conformity; becauſe con ſtant Conformity. is the beſt way of 
expreſſing that Regard which is certainly due to Peace 
and Concord; and becauſe it implies nothing in it, that 
can oblige you to place an unjuſt Value upon any part 
of our Conſtitution. . wy 
* Whatſoever, therefore, be ſuppoſed to be the Nature, 
and Office of Chriſtian Moderation, it is evident, that : 
: ' | mul 
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muſt rather engage you to con ſtant Communion with the 
Church of England, then help to influence. you againſt it. 
Having thus endeavoured to ſhew you, with how little 
Reaſon this excellent, and truly Chriſtian Grace is urged 
againſt the Reaſonableneſs of your Conformity; I come 
now to ſhew, ö ar. N. Ha icy - 
2. That conſtant Conformity is perfectly conſiſtent with a 
true Catholic Spirit, and mof extenſive Chriſtian Cha» 
rity. And this will appear by conſidering what this Ca- 
tholic and charitable Frame of Spirit is, to which we are 
obliged by the Chriſtian Religion. Now, it is plain, that 
there is nothing in the Goſpel of our Saviour, deſigned to 
lay an Obligation upon us to approve, or encourage, by 
Words, or by Preſence, all the different Ways of Public 
Worſhip amongſt Chriſtian Prethren, This cannot be the 
Duty of Chriſtians ; becauſe the Practice of it is impoſſi- 
ble, without the utmoſt Inconvenience, and Diſorder; 
Nor did I ever yet hear of any one, who could produce 
one Text of Scripture to ſhew the Neceſſity of this; or 
who thought himſelf obliged to give equal Encourage 
ment to all religious Parties — Chriſtians. And yet, 
if the Encouragement be not as equal as poſſible, I fee 


not how this Obligation is ſatisfiedl; if there be ſuch an 


Obligation upon us. And we find amongſt thoſe who 
ſpeak moſt of this Catholic Spirit, that it extends nòt, in 
Practice, generally, to more than Iwo ſorts of Ch/iſti- 
ans; and this, with a very remarkable, and conſtant In- 
equality. So little do theſe Perſons themſelves ſeem to 
think themſelves obliged to à juſt, and exact Practice, of 
this imagined Duty, or to tie themſelves up to a rigo- 
rous Obſervation of it. This, therefore, cannot be inelu- 
ded in the true Notion of chat Catholic and charitable 
Spirit, which becomes all Chriſtiaus; becauſe it is à Pra- 
ctice nowhere plainly recommended; and, I had almoſt 
ſaid, utterly impolſible; and, in the leaſt Degree of it, 


highly diſorderly, and the Cauſe of great Indecencies, 4 


and Improprieties, in the ur. 
And as this is a ſufficient Reaſon for all. Chriſtiant 

not to think themſelves concerned in any ſuch D 
X 4 | { 
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ſo Ton, eſpecially, to whom I now ſpeak, are very pe 
culiarly obliged to reſiſt the Progreſs of any ſuch No- 
tions in the World, if the leaſt Concern for Public Feace, 
and Unity, remain in your Breaſts. For it is often pro- 
feſſed in your Names, that you deſire an Eftabliſhment , 
and that ſome Amendments, and Abatements, would entire- 


ly reconcile you to the preſent Conſtitution This, the 


beſt, and greateſt of your Miniſters have declared, in their 
own Name, and in yours; and continue to this Day to 
do ſo. If, therefore, it be a Duty to communicate with 
all Sects of Chriſtians; how can you profeſs your ſelves 
ready to communicate conſtantly with the Church of Eng- 
land, upon ſome Terms, and to leave off all ſuch Eucou- 
ragement, for the future, to any who ſeparate from it ? 
But if you ſincerely deſire ſuch Alterations as would re- 
concile you, and make you conſtant Conformiſts ; how then 
can you think this a neceſſary Duty of Chriſtzanity £ And 
why do you go on to encourage ſuch Notions as muſt ren- 
der vain all attempts towards our Unity, and Concord? 


For if this Encouragement be due, according to the Laws 


of the Goſpel, and the Nature of Chriſtianity, to all the dif- 


6 -- fering Parties of Chrz/tians ; then what will the beſt Eſfta- 


bliſhment in the World ſignify towards the Ends of an Efa- 
bliſhment © No Peace can be this way affected; ſince there 
can be no Obligation upon Men, according to theſe Prin- 
ciples, to conform to it, were it the moſt perfect that 
could poſſibly be imagined. Take care, therefore, leſt 
your preſent Practice oppoſe your profeſſed Deſign; and 
ſow not ſuch Seeds of Diſſenſion in the Land, as will ut- 
terly confound all Deſigns of Union, and Agreement, and 
render all Accommodations fruitleſs, and ineffectual. If 
you have the leaſt Deſire of ſuch an Eftabliſhment as you 
could entirely comply with, entertain not theſe Princi- 
ples, which ſtrike at the Root of all Eftabli/hments, and 
prevent all the good Purpoſes of them. And if you have 
any Concern for Peace and Unity amongſt us, encourage 
not ſuch Notions, as are inconſiſtent with that Regard to 
Peace and Unity, which the Chriſtian Religion enjoins. This 
is another Reaſon, why it cannot be the Duty of CH iſi- 
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ans to pive ſuch Encouragement to all the e 
of Worſhip amongſt Chriſtians ; becauſe it is the Duty of 
Chriſtians to conſult the Peace of the Chriſtian Church, And 
whether this be moſt likely to be done by Conformity to a 
lawful eftabliſh'd Church, or by an indifferent Encourage- 
ment of all the ſeveral Churches, amongſt us, let any one 
judge. Our Duty is to do all lawful Things, for the ſake 
of Face, and to promote Love amongſt Chriftians And 
yet many amongſt us act, as if they thought it their Du- 
ty to do every thing pothble, in order to encourage Di- 
viſons, and Hatred, in the Chriſtian Church. Why elſe do 
they rather chuſe to find out ſuch nem Duties in the Gaſſ el, 
never heard of before in the Chriſtian Church, than to pra- 
ctiſe the old? And why do they refuſe to Malk in that 
Path, which leads plainly, and directly, to greater De- 
grees of Unity and Concord ? A true Criſtian Spirit cannot. 
direct us to ſuch a Behaviour; any more than it can di- 
rect us to diſturb the Peace of Society, and to render all 
Deſigns of Accommodation ineffectual. | 745 
It is true, that it is our Duty to acknowledge all Chri- 
ſans to be ſuch; to love our Neighbour as our ſelves; to 
do unto all Men, as it is reaſonable for us to wiſh they 
would do unto us, were we in their Cofdition; to be 
kind and tender-hearted, one towards another; to pra- 
ctiſe all Inftances of Humanity and Charity, towards our 
Brethren ; to abhor all Thoughts of Rigour, or Inhuma- 
nity, for the ſake of any religious Difference; and to do 
them all the Good that is in our Power, and that is con- 
ſiſtent with the Obligations we are under to our ſelves, 
and to the reſt of the World. All this, and the like, we 
are ſtrictly obliged to : But this doth not at all bring 
us under any Necellity of giving any Encouragement to 
the Errors of our Brethren; eſpecially ſuch Errors as have 
a bad Influence upon Human Society, and prove the Oc- 
caſion of much Unhappineſs to it: But Chriſtian Charity 
rather obliges us to the contrary; to endeavour to con- 
vince them of their Errors, and to put a Stop to the evil 
Conſequences of them. But it is wonder ful to hear this 
Divine Vixtue alleged againſt the Reaſonableneſs of con- 
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Pant Conformity; when it is ſo very evident, that there ig 
not one ſingle Branch of it, but what may be duly and 
nally performed by a Chriſtian in Communion with 
of England. Nay, I will add, that this Grace 
may be practiſed, in greater Extent, by ſuch an one, than 
It can be by any who give Encouragement to Separation 
from it : becauſe the 9 neglects no part of Charity 
which the other practiſes; and beſides this, ſhews a ſacred 
Regard to public Peace, by giving no Encouragement to 
any thing that is the Occaſion of Uncharitableneſs, or Di. 


furbance, amongſt Chriſtians ; which ſeems to be one > 


the firſt, and principal Branches of Charity ; and which 


he Perſon * thinks conſtant Communion with this par- 


ticular C/ not worthy of his Regard, cannot be faid 
to do. And indeed, this ſeems to me ſo conſiderable: 
part of Cbriſtian Charity, and fo neceſſary an Effects of: 
truly Catholic Spirit, that I cannot but think that we 
may draw a much better Argument from theſe, in Behalf 
of your conſtant Conformity, than any that can be urged 
againſt it. For what nobler Inſtance of Chrifttan Charity 


can there be ſuppoſed, than to regard the Peace of the 
/a Chriſtian Church? And what more genuine and natural 


Effect of a truly Catholic Spirit, than to endeavour to 


put ſome Stop to the Diviſions, and confequently, the un: 
charitable Heats, among Chriſtians? This will ſhew the 
moſt Catholic Spirit: And conſequently, if an Argument 
takenfrom theſe, can have any Influence upon you, it 
muſt determine you to conflant Conformity. At leaſt, I 
may have leave to ſay, that it is evident from what hath 
been advanced Upon this Head, that there is nothing ur 
eluded in theſe, t 


at can influence you to give any En. 


couragement to unneceſſary Separations from the Church of 

England; or that can be ſuppoſed inconſiſtent with the 

ſtricteſt Commumon with it. AAS | 

_ Having thus diſtinctly confider'd ſuch of your Reaſon 

againſt conſtant Conformity to the Effabliſhed Church, # 

ſeemed to me moſt a and moſt firmly, receivel 
c 


red to your Thoughts ſone 
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Obſervations upon them : I ſhall only propoſe a few more 
Confiderations to you, and ſo make an End, aL id 


IX. If you judge it unlawful for you to conform con- 
ſtantly, becauſe this would be to approve, and encou- 
rage, unneceſſary Impoſitions in the Chriſtian Church, which 
you are bound to oppoſe, and reſiſt: I deſire you would 


conſider, that this will equally hold againſt Conformity ä 


to all Eſtabliſbments; becauſe none can be framed without 
unneceſſary Impoſitions 4, and alſo againſt our own Eftabl:ſþ< 
ment, tho' it ſhould be amended according to the De- 
mands which have been openly made, in your Name, as 
well as the Name of your Minifters. You profeſs your 
{elves ready to join with this Efabliſpment ſo amended : 
And yet ſome unneceſſary Impoſitions will unavoidably be 
left in it. How then can you urge an Argument againſt 
Conformity to it, as it 18 at preſent; which concludes as 
ſtrongly againſt Conformity to it, when your Demands are 
anſwered ; and you your ſelves are ready to comply 
with it. But in truth, conſtant Conformity doth not imply 
in it either the Approbation, or Encouragement, of un- 
neceſſary Impoſitions. It implies in it only, as I obſerved 
before, that you think fit to comply with the Uſe of them; 
but for what Reaſons, it doth not declare. And beſides, 
ſuppoſing it doth imply in it the Encouragement of un- 
neceſſary Impoſit ions upon Chriſtians, which in themſelves 
are neither good, nor bad: On the other ſide, Separation 
from this Church implies in it, as much, the Encourage- 
ment of ſuch Principles, and Practices, as make all Unit 
and Peace impoſſible, and impracticable. The Burden is 
not ſo heavy yet in this Church, as to deſerve much Zeal, 
and Heat againſt it: But remember, that if, on the one 
hand, you give occaſion to the Impoſition of more Cere- 
monies ;, on the other hand, you give occaſion' to much 
Violence, and Uncharitableneſs, whether you deſign it or 
not, And which of the two can we think the more ac- 
ceptable to God; the Man who refuſes conffant Conformity, 
for fear he ſhould encourage the Impoſition of ſome in- 
ditferent Things; or the Man who practices it, for = 
N 8 i 6 
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he ſhould encourage the Violence and Uncharitableneſs, that 
are likely to accompany all Religious Diviſions ? Certainly, 
it is more Praiſeworthy, to ſubmit to fome Inpaſitions, 
which had better not have been ordained, than to do any 
thing that tends to the diſturbance of the Oyiſtian Church, 
Suppaling it to be a Matter not Laudable in it ſelf; yet 
certainly it is our Duty to chuſe this, rather than a greater 
Evil: And it cannot be neceſſary for a Chriſtian to reſiſt 
ſuch Impoſitious; when he cannot do it without endan- 
gering Matters of infinitely greater Moment. For the 
ſuppoſed, poſſible, Inconveniences of the former, are not 
worthy to be put into the Balance againſt the viſible, and 
ſenſible, evil Conſequences of the latter: Nor is there any 
thing to be dreaded from the one, comparable to that Vio- 
dence, and Uncharitablen?ſs, and that Diſhonour to Chri- 

| PBianity, that is ſeen to follow from the other. And how 

then can you think it worth a Chriſtian's while, to teſtify 
agamit Inpoſitions, not ſinful in themſelves, at the expenſe 
of Public Pzace and Unity ? | 


X. Conſider that your Caſe is very different from the 
Caſe of Minifters: And therefore, that how hard ſoever 
the Terms of Miniſterial Conformity may ſcem, this cannot 
mr” excuſe you in your Separation. The Terms of Lay-Conformi: 
ty, in which only you are concerned, are few, and lawful. 
I need not tell you what they are, becauſe you know 
by.Experience, that they are not ſo intolerable, but that 
von can ſometimes comply with them. Nor need I add 
any more on this Head; and ſo ſhall only appeal to your 
 Mmifters themſelves, (which I believe, I may venture to 
do in this Caſe) and entreat you to conſult the beſt, and 
moſt judicious amongſt them, whether They ſnould have 
thought themſclves under an Obligation to ſeparate from 
the Eftabliſhed Church, ſuppoſing no other Terms had been 
required of them, but what are now required of you 5 or 
rather, whether they would not, upon {uch Terms, have 
judged themſelves to be under an indiſpenſable Obliga- 
tion to hold Communion with it, and to give all Lawful 
Encouragement toit, Had this been the Caſe, I _ 
8 ut 


A Perſuaſve to Lay -· Conformity. 317 
but think, if I may have leave to judge from all their 
onduct, and all their Propoſals, that the Ad of Unifor- 
wity would never have been complazyed of by them, or 
any material Objections urged againſt the Terms of their 
Conformity. And if this appear to be fo, ſuppoſing them 
in your Circumſtances, this ſhould induce you to think; 
{criouſly.of your Behaviour; and not to diſturb the Pegre 
of the Chriſtian Church, for the ſake of thoſe Terms of 
Communion, which you acknowledgeta be, .inthemſelyes, 
lawful. . rdf goat ur vd 
XI. But if, after all that can be ſaid, to perſuade: you 
to con ſtant Conformity, you ſhould be apt to think, that 
our Diviſions are come to ſuch an Heighth, and the Seeds 
of Diſcord, and Uncharita/leneſs, ſown ſo Univerſally thro? 
the Land, that your Conformity can do but little towards 
reſtoring Peace and Charity, amongſt us; and is hardhy 
worthy of your Concern, on this Account: Confider, 
that this cannot excuſe you from doing what you can, 
towards that glorious Eud, and let this be never ſo little, 
it will be accepted by God, as the only Teſtimony you 
can give, how highly you value them. We have not 
done our Duties, in our particular Stations, till we have 
done all in our Power, to promote Love and Cancard 
amongſt Chriſtians : And if every one ſhould. neglect to 
do this, becauſe his Influence will reach but to a ſmall 
Compaſs, it is impoſſible they ſhould ever be reſtored. 
The fewer Occaſions there be of Strife and Variance, the. 
more likely is true Chri/ſ/zanity to flouriſh, and the. Goſpel 
to be well ſpoken of, in the World. And ſince your Con- 
formity will remove many of theſe Occaſions at preſent, 
and is not unlikely, thro” the Bleſſing of God, to lay the 
Foundation of a laſting Peace, and glorious Concord, à- 
mongſt us, in Times to come; how can you think, that 
you have that Regard to theſe great. Goods, which Chri- 
ans ought to have, if you-{till neglect that Conformity, 
which is the greateſt Demonſtration you can give of your 
Regard to them ? we F 
XII. If therefore, the Terms of your Conformity to the 
tEfabliſbed Church be lawful; if you can by this N 
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Peace and Love, amongſt Chriſtians, if it be your indif. 
penſable Duty to do what you can towards this En! 
however others negle& it and diſregard it; if you can, 
by your Conformity, ng ly conſult the Zdrfication of the 
whole Chriſtian Church, without negle&ing your own, 
or endangering your Salvation; if neither true Chriſtian 
Moderation, nor a Catholic and charitable Spirit, nor Zeal 
„ againſt Impoſitions, include in them any thing inconſiſtent 

with conſtant Conformity : Let the Honour of that Name 
by which you are called; and the Senfe of thoſe Mit: 
chiefs we feel from our miſerable Diviſions, and Diſtin- 
tions, move you to the Practice of it. Call to mind the 
Beauty, and Glory of a compliant Temper ; and think 
how unbecoming you are apt to judge it in others, thet 
they will not yield up the conteſted Points for the ſake 
| of Peace. Look out 1nto the World, and ſee what Heat 
E and Fury our Religious Diſtinctions add to all other Con- 


"4; teſts; how much unbecoming Paſſion they cauſe amongſt 
vyour ſelves, and amongſt others who oppoſe you ; how 
$4 7" fatally they turn the Edge, and Bent, of Men's Minds, 
from Concerns of infinite Moment, to Trifles of no Com- 
ſideration; how many Opportunities they will ever give 
our common Enemies, within, and without us, to carry on 
their Deſigns; and perhaps, at laſt, to bring about our 
utter Ruine. Reflect on all this, and much more that 
might be added; and then conſider ſeriouſly with your } 
- ſelves, whether it can be enough for you to follow your 
own Inclinations, without any Regard to the World of 
Chriftians about you; and whether it can become you to iſ 
refuſe to do any thing in order to put an End to theſe 
Miſeries. Laſt of all, Think not your own Eternal Sal- 
vation unconcerned in this Matter: For the Precepts of 
the Goſpel make it the indiſpenſable Duty of every Chi. 
ſtian, to follow after Peace, to avoid every Practice that 
may prove the Occaſion of Uncharitableneſs; and to pro- 
mote Love, and Concord, in the World. And certainly, 
there is Force enough in all theſe Confiderations, to induce 
Jon to forſake the Separation you are engaged in, and to 
practiſe e r t to the Church of England. 
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To the R E A D E R. 
Ti H E following Treatiſe in Defenſe of Epiſcopal Or. 
dination, had long before this been publiſbed, had ni 
Indiſpoſition, and unavaidable Interruptions prevented it. 
Such as it is, I hope it will be acceptable to all who ſincerel) 
defire that Truth alone may prevail : and that it may be ſi. 
Tam ſure ] habe uſed my utmoſt Endeavours to render it a: if 
— 62 and as void of all Perſonal Matters as any ont con 
expect ſuch a Debate to be. To this I have added, a Reply 
to the Introduction to the Second Part of the Defenſe 9 
Moderate Non- conformity, becauſe that touched even the 
Lawfulneſs of Conformity to the Eſtabliſhed Church 
and was eſteemed by many Nonconformiſts an unanſwerable 
Vindiration of their Proceedings. I hope T am now come to 
an End of my Part in this Controverſy, in which every Boch 
may ſee ] bave done more than what I was obliged to do in tht 
Cour ſe of it; and haue refus'd no Pains, to ſet it in as. clear 
a Light as T could. Thave nothing more to add, but ſolemnh| 
to aſſure the Reader, that in the whole of what I have written 
in this Caule, I bave had n9 Deſign either upon our difſent-i 
ing Brethren, on the one hand, but that of convincing ther WM 
Fudgments by ſuch ſober, and calm Reaſonings, as appear d u 
me too juſt and reaſonable to be negledted; or upon the Church 0 
"of England, on the other hand, but that of defending its Cauſe . 
upon fich Principles as alone appear'd to me ſufficient to efts 
blaſh,and maintain it againſt the Rea ſonings of thoſe who hav 
Separated from it, Theſe Deſigns I hope are pardonable, ſhoull th 
they be found to be joined with many Miſtakes : And if theſi 
Miſtakes, or any Miſmanagement of mine do but excite the Zeal 
of ſome abler Pen to do Fuſtice to that Cauſe which TI an 
ſaid by ſomè to have injur d; I ſhall think all the Pains I have 
taken well recompenſed by ſuch an Event, joined with the Satin 
faction I have within, that it bath been my fincere Deſign, i 
what I have written, to promote Pease, Unity, and Charity. 
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p INTRODUCTI ON: 

, HE Deſign of the following Treatiſe is to fet 
50 the Matter of Epi ſropal Ordination in its due 
0 Light. And becauſe in theſe later Ages of 
oil the Church there have been Conteſts rais'd, 


1. and theſe proſecuted even to this Day, concerning the 
„proper Miniſters of Ordination; ſome pleading in Behalf 
Jof Presbyters, others in Behalf of the Lait), for the ſame _ 
Right which is claim' d by Biſhops, the beſt Method I can 
e think of to purſue this Deſign in, is "NAM 
92 I. To propoſe the Arguments for Epiſcopal Ordination: 
that ſo we may judge on what it is, the Claim of Biſhops to 
„the Power of Ordination is founded. fe 
mM | II. To examine the Pleas that are ſtill alleged for the 


21 Right of Presbyters to Ordain: that ſo it may be judged 
In by all, whether their Claims have any juſt Foundation; 
and be ſeriouſly conſider' d by themſelves whether the 
i ought to be continu'd. L 7 NY 

„ III. To conſider what hath been lately advanced in 


Feral of the Laity's Right to ap point, and 67dai#i Heclefis 
ical Officers in the Chriſtian Church. . 
1 HA. 


, 
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——CHALL | 
The Arguments for Epiſcopal Ordination propos'd, 


I. * frft thing J have undertaken to do, is to pro- 

: poſe the Arguments for Epiſcopal Ordination; 
that ſo we may judge on what it is the Claim of Biſhops 
to the Fower of Ordination is founded. 


Se&. 1. Argument the firft, taken from Preſcription and 
the Lawfulneſs of the thing it ſelf. A 


Firſt, Biſhops have a long, and immemorial Poſſeſſion 
of the Power of Ordination to plead for themſelves , and 
with this the Confeſhon of the greateſt Patrons of the 
Presbyterian Cauſe, that ſuch a Confinement of this Power to 
them, is in it ſelf lawful. The moſt learned of them have 
never been able to produce any poſitive Proof of any 
Time in the Chriſtian Church, ſince the Apoſtles Days, 
when it was efteem'd the Office of every Minſter of the 
Go ſpel to ordainothers to the Miniſtry , or when this Office 
Was not acknowledg'd by all who ſpeak any thing of it, 
to belong to ſingle Perſons ſuperior to the ordinary Pref 
byters. The utmoſt they pretend to, is to conjecture the 


Time when this Power was firſt ſo 2 The 


Improbability of their ConjeFure I ſhall have Occaſion 
Hereafter to conſider, But this it ſelf fixeth it ſo as to 
leave Biſhops in the Poſſeſhon of this Power for above 
1550 Years laſt paſt. By this means they have all the 
Right which Preſcription can poſſibly give: And this hath 
always been eſteem'd to give a Right in all Caſes lawtul 


in themſelves, ſo far, as that it hath never been thought 
reaſonable or juſt to alienate what Preſcription hath thus 

.confirm'd ; nor have any After- claims been ever thought 
valid in ſuch Caſes, : So that the Biſhops may well clain 
a Power which they think belongs to them by. Apoſtolics 

Inſtitution and which their very Adver ſaries ame 
a f them 
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them to have been lawfully poſſeſſed of for ſo long a 
Space of Time. I only juft mention this Argument, and 
ſo proceed to others, from which it will appear that they 
have not only ſuch a Right as Preſcription can give; but 
that their Claim ſtands upon a better Foundation. | 


Sect. 2. Argument the Second, taken from the Inſtances of 
Ordination recorded in the New Teſtament, 9 


Secondly, it may be alleg'd in favour of Epiſcopal Ordi- 
nation, that there is no Inſtance, in the Nen T:/emert, of 
Ordination perform'd by Presbyters; or, at leaſt, without 
ſome Church Offcers ſuperior to Presbyters. For the Proof 
of this I muſt refer the Reader to the next Chapter, in 
which I ſhall examine all the Iuſtances produc'd out of 
Scripture in favour of Pyesbyterian Ordination, and thew 
that no ſuch Right in Presbyters to ordain, as is of late 
Years claim'd, can be concluded from any of them. And 
what I doubt not to prove is, that there is no Example of 
Ordination alleg'd in their Behalf, in which we find not 
ſome Eccleſiaſtical Officer acting, ſuperior to the ordinarx 
Teachers of thoſe Days. And the leaſt that can be inferr'd 
from hence is this, that it is more agreeable to the Inſtan- 
ces of Ordination recorded in the New Teſtament, that it 


be ſnould never be perform'd without the Direction and 
he Hands of ſome Fecleſaſtical Miniſters ſuperior to the ordi- 


ary Presbyters and Teachers of later Ages, than that it 


to nould be perform'd by mere Presbyters, Without any ſuch 
ve ſuperio Offcer. Thus the Scripture Iuſtances of Ordination 
he will be found at laſt on the fide of ſuch a Conſinement of 
© Power of Ordination as we plead for; and very con- 


trary to the Method practis'd by our diſſenting Brethren. 


4 | 2110 . 1 
eck. 3. Argument the Third, taken from the Rules, con- 
zu cerning Ordination, in the M Teftament, © © 


Thirdly, it may be further alleg'd from Scripture, in 


00 | 
1g WV Our of Epiſcopal Ordination, that there are no Precepts 
tl 


1 2 re. 
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recorded there, as given in order to direct any in the 
Point of Ordination, but what are given to Perſons ſupe- 
rior to the Presbyters, and ordinary Teachers of thoſe 
Days. In the next Chapter I propoſe very evidently to 
ſhew, that the Power of Ordination is not either expreſs, 
or imply'd in any of thoſe Rules or Directions given to 
Presbyters 1n the New Teſtament, which are produc'd to this 
Purpoſe. And here it is ſufficient to obſerve, that the only 
Rules extant in the New-Teflament, in which the Buſineſs 
of Ordination is expreſly mentioned, are directed to Tino- 
thy and Titus, Two Perſons, who by the Confeſſion of all, 
were ſuperior in Order to the Presbyters, or Teachers. This 
3s, indeed, a very remarkable thing, that when there were 
Presbyters already ſetled at Epheſus and in Crete, and ſuch 
as were without doubt as fit to manage the Buſineſs of 
Ordination as any in later Ages: That St. Paul, I fay, 
Mould not think fit to intruſt this Affair with them, and 
their Presbyteries, but ſhonld devolve it wholly upon Ii. 
mot hy, and Titus; and inſtead of ſending his Direction 
to the Teachers already in thoſe Places, ſhould appoint 
theſe Two to this Office, without the leaſt mention off 
any ſuch Right in thoſe Teachers, as they muſt have half 
according to ſome modern Reaſonings. From this Arg» 
ment the leaſt that can be concluded is this, that it wa 
St. Pauls Judgment that at that Time and in thoſe Place 
Ordination ſhould be put into the Hands of Perſons ſupe 
rior to Presbyters, and not left to their Management 
From whence it muſt follow likewiſe that this Judgment 
was the ſame with reſpect toall Presbyters and all Places 
unleſs it can be ſhewn that there was any thing pect 
liar with reſpe& to the Presbyters of Eybeſus and Cet 
to determine him to except them, and to deal otherwik 
with them than he did with other Presbyters, And thiff 
Conſideration ought to be of more Weight, becauſe thi 
Epiſtles to Timothy, and Titus, are the only Records i 
Which we find his Will plainly expreſs'd concerning ti 
firſt Ordination of Pres ters, and Teachers properly 1 
call'd; and yet nothing in them, as if he thought of of 
| 82 il 
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Right in Presbyters to ordain others, but on the contrary 
all his Rules directed to ſuperior Church Officers. It is of 
ſmall Importance, whether Timothy and Titus were fix'd 
Biſhops, properly ſo calld, or not. Perhaps at the firſt 
Plantation of Churches there was no ſuch neceſlity of fix d 
Biſhops as was found afterwards ; or perhaps at firſt the 
Superintendency of ſuch Perſons as Timothy and Titus 
was thought requiſite in many different Churches, as 
their ſeveral Needs requir'd. If ſo, their Office certainly 
was the ſame in all Churches to which they went; and Or- 
dination a Work reſerv'd to ſuch as they were, Perſons 
ſuperior to the ſettled Presbyters. But as to Epheſus, and 
Crete, it is manifeſt that Timotby and Titus were to ſtay 
with the Churches there, as long as their Preſence was not. 
more wanted at other Places: And beſides, if they did 
leave theſe Churches, there was as good reaſon that they 
ſhould return to them to perform the ſame Office of Ordi- 
nation When there was again Occaſion, as there was at 
firſt, why they ſhould be ſent by St. Pant to that purpoſe. 
Nor is there the leaſt Footſtep in all Lapin” as far as 
it hath yet appear'd, of any attempt in the Presbyters of 
Epbeſus or Crete, to take to themſelves the Offices appro- 
priated, in the foremention'd Epiſtles, toa ſuperior Order 
of Men. So then, we have this Argument from Scripture 
in favour of Epiſcopal Ordination, that the only Canons 
and Preſcriptions recorded there, concerning the Ordina- 
tion of Presbyters, are directed to Perſons ſuperior to theſe 
Presbyter's, to be executed by Them only, as far as a 
pears, 7 


Sect. 4, Argument the Fourth, taken from Apoſtolical In- 
ſtitution. 


Fourtbly, It may in the laſt place be alleg'd in favour 
of Epiſcopal Ordination, that the Apoffles left the Power of 
Ordaining Presbyters in the Hands of fd Biſhops. The 
mam Point here to be prov'd is, That Epiſcopacy is of 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution, For if it be ſhewn that Biſhops 

| = 
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were ſettled in the Churches of Chriſ by them, I believe 
it will be eaſily granted that ſo conſiderable a Buſineſs as 
that of Ordination was ſo far confin'd to them, by the Will 
of the Apoffles, as that it ſhould never be perform'd with- 
out their Inſpection and their Hands: Ihe moſt ſtrenu- 
ous Aduocates of the contrary Cauſe not ſeeming to doubt 
that this Confinement was of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, if it can 
be ſhewn that the Order it ſelf Was ſo. Now this being a 
Matter of Fact, paſt many Ages ago, the only Method 
by which We, can come to the Knowledge of it, is the 
Teſfimony of #7iters;who liv'd in that, and the following 
Ages. And there is the more Reaſon to rely upon their 
Teſtimony in this Caſe, becauſe this is a Matter of a ſimple, 
uncompounded. Nature, perfectly within their Know- 
ledge; not ſtanding in need of any curious Niceneſs of 
Learning, or Reaſoning, but level to all Capacities ; 


a Matter in which they might very eaſily have been con- 


tradicted, had they repreſented it falſly; and a Matter in 
which they could not in the ſirſt Ages be byaſs'd by In- 
tereſt. And here (waving the Argument from the Angel: 
of the particular Churches mention'd in the Revelations, 
which certainly were ſingle Perſons who had the Care of 
thoſe Churches and their Teachers, in a particular manner 
intruſted to them in the Days of St. John, and this with 
his Approbation at leaſt: Waving this) I think I may ſay, 
that we have as Univerſal and as Unanimous a Teſti 
mony of all Writers, and Hiſtorians from the Apaſtles 
Days, as could reaſonably be expected, or defired ; Every 
one who ſpeaks of the Government of the Chutch in any 
Place, witneſſing that Epi ſcopacy was the ſetled Form; 
and every one Who hath occaſion to ſpeak of the Original 


of it, tracing it up to the Apoſtles Days, and fixing it 


upon their Decree ; and what is very remarkable, no one 
contradicting this, either of the Friends or Enemies to 
Chriſtianity, either of the Orthodox, or Heretical, thro 
thoſe Ages, in which only ſuch Aſſertions concerning 


this Matter of Fa# could well be diſproy'd. The Tſi- 
monies on this Subject are ſo many, and have been ſo of 


tel 
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« Wl ten produc'd by learned Men, that I ſhall not here tran- 
8 {cribe them: Nor can this be thought any blameable O- 
Il miſſion in this Controverſy; becauſe I believe at impoſſible _ 
I to cite any thing to this purpoſe, which is not already ta 
I» be found in many Authors of great Reputation, and eaſily 
t to be met with; and, which is more material, becauſe the 


n Fatrons of the Presbyterian Cauſe do not. deny this, but 


a ſeem to acknowledge that there are, many, and plain 
d Teſtimonies to this purpoſe in the Antient Church Writers, 
e From which Teſfimonies I cannot but think it highly reaſo- 
9 nable to infer, that Epi ſcopacy was of Apoſtolical Inſtitution. 
ir Were there only Teftimomes to be n that this was 
the Government of the Church in all Ages, it would be but 
u- reaſonable to conclude it of Apoſtolical Inſtitut ion; it being 
xf ſo highly improbable that ſo material a Point ſhould be 
eſtabliſh'd without their Advice or Decree, when we find 
„the Churches conſulting them upon every Occaſion, and 
n upon Matters not of greater Importance than this. 0 
when we find the ſame Perſons witneſſing not only that 
the Government of the Church was Epiſcopal, but that it 
was of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, and deliver'd down from the 
Beginning as ſuch, this adds Weight to the Matter, and 
makes it more undoubted, So that here are two Points to 
which they bear Witneſs, that this was the Government 
of the Church in their Days, and that it was of Apaſto- 
lical Inſtitution. And in theſe there is ſuch a Conſtancy, 
and Unanimity, that even; St. Ferome himſelf ( who was 
born near 250 Years after the Apoſtles, and is the chief 
Perſon in all that Time whom the Presbyterians cite for 
any Purpoſe of theirs) traces up Epiſcopacy to the very 
Apoſtles, and makes it of Heir Inftitatan „ and in the 
very Place where he moſt cxalts Preſbyters, he excepts O7 
dination as a Work always peculiar to Biſbops. Add to. 
this, that there is ſuch Mey for Epiſcopac in the eax- 
lieſt Days, that Mr. Baxter (who yet was very zealous 
for the Cauſe of Preſbyters) could not, but own thus much 
at leaſt, that there were fix d. Biſhops in ſome Churches in. 
the Days of one of the 82 neither the Apoſtles, nor 
2 5. 
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any one of their Diſciples, nor any Chriſtian, or Heretic in 
the World, ſpake, or wrote a Word againſt Epiſcopacy, til 
long after it was generally ſettled in the Churches. Which I 
cannot but think a great Argument for the Apoſtoltcal In- 
Fitution of it in all Churches: It being highly improbable 


that in their Life-time it ſhould be ſettled in any without 


their Order 1 being no Reaſon imaginable, why they 
ſhould not make the ſame Order for all Churches as occa- 
hon offer'd ; there being no poſitive Teſtimony amongſt 
the Antients of any Church in which it was not ſettled , 
all Writers ſpeaking of it as univerſally the ſame, and it 
being hardly to be thought that ſuch a Conſtitution 
Mould be ſettled in one Church, much leſs in great num- 
bers, withonfa great deal of Notice taken of it, and a 
great many Complaints made of it, had it not been known 
to be an Inftitution of the Apoſtles. | 

So that ſuppoſing there be nothing in the New Teſtament 
concerning the Superiority of Biſhops to Presbyters; and no- 
thing of any — of the Power of Ordination to 
that ſuperior Order; yet there may be ſufficient Evidence 
of Apoſtolical Inflitution from theſe Teſtimonies. And if 
there be ſufficient Evidence of this, by what means ſo- 
ever it come to us, it ought to be received. Now that 
this ought to be accounted ſufficient Evidence by our 
Brethren in this Caſe, is plain from their receiving the 
ſame Teſtimonies in another moſt important Point, which 
is not, and could not be plainly ſettled in the Scriptures 
themſelves, For it is upon the [eftimonies of antient Vi- 
ters in all Ages, that They, as well as Ve, believe the 
Books of the Nen Teſfament to have be en extant from the 
Apoſtles days; and to have been written by the Apoſtles, 
or by Perſons approved of by them. And this indeed 
makes me the more ſolicitous to eſtabliſh the Credibility 
of this Teſtimony of the Antient Church concerning Epiſ- 
copacy, becauſe I fear the Objedions with great Zeal ad- 
vanced againft it, by a late Author, will be found at laſt 
to have a very bad influence upon all Hiſtorical Certainty, 
and to reach, farther than they were deſigned, to the 


pre» 
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1 of what is of the laſt importance to the Chyiſtian 
(Churcb. | JD: 
= Now there being two Methods in which the Adverſa - 
ries of Epiſcopacy have endeavoured to avoid the force of 
this Argument; firſt by attempting to invalidate the Suf- 
ficiency and Credibility of this Tefimony, even ſuppoſing 
it univerſal and conſtant : and ſecondly by confronting, 
and oppoſing to this concurrent Teſtimony, and the Con- 
cluſion we build upon it, ſeveral modern Hypothe ſes and \ 
Schemes; T ſhall follow them in both theſe Methods, as far 
as my preſent Subject obliges me; and. 6 bolt 

I. I ſhall endeavour to eſtabliſh the Sufictency and Ce- 
dibility of the concurrent Teffimony of thoſe Ancient Writers 
which are now remaining, concerning Epiſcopac. 

II. 1 ſhall confider the principal Schemes, and Hypothe - 
ſes which have been confronted, and oppoſed to this Ieſti- 
mony, and to the Concluſion we build upon it. | 

I. As to the former of theſe; the only thing neceſſary 
for the eſtabliſhing the Suffciency and Credibility of this 
Ie/ſimony, being to remove the Objedious which have been 
made againſt it; this I ſhall endeavour to do by follow- 
Jing the Steps of a late Author, who hath difcovered a more 

than ordinary Zeal againſt this Teſtimony z and amaſs d 
together all that can be ſaid againft it. 
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O9. I. 228 Objection I meet with, is . 
this, that the Church of England follows not Defenſe of 
the antient Church in many Iuſtances of Do- Moderate Non 
arine, Diſcipline, and Ceremony: And . 

from hence it is argued that it is mreaſonable ©  _. 
to lay ſo great a Streſs upon the Fathers in one caſe, whom 
pe walled, or acknowledge to be deceived, in many other 
Outs. O 
The Anſwer to this is eaſy and evident. In Matters 
which depended upon their Judgment, and Reaſoning, 
we think our ſelves perfectly at liberty to determine 
whether they were in the Right, or not : and ſo in ſome 
of theſe Caſes we do not imjtate them, becauſe we _ 
ey,” . 


I 
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but anſwer to himſelf, how he can reaſonably receive tl: 
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they judged amiſs in them; in others we are hinder'd by 
ſome accidental Circumſtances of theſe latter Times, from 
reſembling them. But ſuppoſing we do not imitate then 
in all, doth it therefore follow that we do not well to 
imitate them in any ? And ſuppoſe we cannot or do not 
retain ſome things, which ſome few of them repreſent as 
founded upon Apoſtolical Tradition, doth it therefore fol 
low that we ought not in reaſon to retain what their Un- 
ver ſal Teftimony conveys down to us as inſtituted, by the 
Apoſtles © But the Point now before us is this, whetherit 


be not reaſonable to believe that the Apoſtles inftituted 


Epi ſcopacy, upon the conftant, and Univerſal Teftimany! of 
antient Writers ? 'And'if this Author can ſhew that there 
is any other as plain a Matter of Fact delivered down to 
us by the ſame Witneſſes, which we do not believe upon 
their Tſimony; I grant this would be a great Advantage 
over us, and we might well be required either to receive, 
or reject their Tæffimony in both Caſes. But it canhot de 
juſt Reaſoning to argue that we follow them not in Points 
of Judgment, therefore we ought not to receive thei 
Teſtimony in plain Matters of Fact; that we imitate 
them not in many Practices which they founded upon 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution, therefore we cannot reaſonably be- 
lieve upon their Teff:mony that any particular Matter was 
of Apoſtolical Inſtitution. It may as well be argu'd that 
we 0 not follow the Antients in all Things; and there. 
fore cannot reaſonably rely upon their Teſtimony con- 
cerning the Canonical Books of the New Teftament. Hiſffo- 
rical Certainty muſt be baniſh'd out of the World if ſuch 
kind of Arguments be once admitted ; and we muſt come 
to that degree of Scepticiſm as to believe no Matters of 
Fact, but what we ſee with our own Eyes. I cannot 
therefore but wonder to find the fore-cited Author tri 
umphing in ſuch an Argument as this, as if it were the 
Judgment; and Opinion of the Fathers we depended on 
in the Caſe of Epi ſcopacy: Whereas it is only their uni. 
verſal Teſtimony concerning a Matter of Fadt. If he wil 
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Canonical Books of the New Te ſtament upon their Teflimony, 
whoſe Opinions and Practices he doth not follow in, ma- 
ny Caſes; the Anſwer will be a ſufficient Reply to this 
Objection, which he hath: fo largely, and triumphantly 
urg'd againſt the Epiſcopal Divine. 0 72 
O. 2. It is not ea ſie to diſcover the true and pe ” 4. 
real Senſe of the Fathers in this Debate about Or- 
dination: Aud on this Account the Argument drawn from 
them muſt be very uncertain, Now we ſpeak not concerni 
their Opinion in any Controverſy, but about their Teſti 
mony concerning a plain Matter of Fa& : In which Caſe 
it will appear very eaſy to difcover their true, and real 
$-1ſe, notwithſtanding the Reaſons here given to the con- 
trary. ir eg tt. Ne LN 5: ar nirkt 
The fut Reaſon is, Becauſe ſeveral of the. earlieſt, Vri: 
ters have been loft, as Papias, and Hegeſippus, in hom we 
might have fougd Accounts of the Church contrary to thoſe now 
extant; ; But 24D yaoi 84 Hh vitiidilgd cial 
1, Our Debate is, whether it be not . reaſonable to re- 
ceive the Teſtimony of thoſe Writers who remain, con- 
cerning a Matter of Fact; nd it is ſtrangely unaccoun- 
table to urge againſt this, not any contrary Teſtimony 
extant, but a mere Suppoſition that ſomething contrary 
to this might have been extant at firſt, tho now wholly 
loſt, and the very Memory of it extinguiſnet. 
2. What ſhall become of the Teſtimony of all Hiſto- 
71ans at this rate, if this: once he admitted as an Argu- 
ment? For it may be ſaid in any Caſe, tho hitherto 
never ſo unconteſted; that perhaps. there were once ex- 
tant Hiſtorigs contrary: to theſe, tho Time and the Ma- 
lice of ——— them, as we know they have 
numberleſs others. e en „ 14 l 
3. It is a melancholly. Conſideration what an Influ- 
ence ſuch Arguments as this may have upon ſacred Mat- 
ters, How eaſily may the Deiſis at this rate argue againſt 
the Goſpel Hiſtory, that perhaps in the firft Days there 
were Accounts publiſh'd concerning our Bleſſed gn 
5 
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Vier of a low Cedit, as he doth, page 171? 
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Hiffitution; nor doth he claim Ordination as the Right of 
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by good Hands directly contrary to thoſe in the Goſpel; ¶ fi 
now extant, tho' they be entirely loſt, as many Books of Nc 
the Adveyſaries of Chriſtianity are known to be? And how n 
eaſily may they argue againſt the Reaſonableneſs of our t 
receiving the Books of the New Teftament upon the Teſti- t. 
mony of the Fathers; that we know not what they all u 


thought; that many of them are loſt, who perhaps con- t. 


tradiQed the Teſtimony of the remaining part? Would v 
it not be a ſufficient Reply to ſuch Perſons, that nothing 

can be more unreaſonable than to reje& the concurrent Ml © 
Teftimony of all or moſt of the Writers extant, upon ſo : 
groundleſs a Suppoſition as this: Nay, that it is more if * 
reaſonable to think that the Yriters not extant bore Wit · d 
neſs to the fame Things; and that if they believe any 
thing upon the Teſtimony of paſt Writers, they ought in 
reaſon to believe this, becauſe the ſame Surmiſes lie a. 


4. How unreaſonable is it for the ſame Pgrſon to objec 
the bare Poſſibility of a contrary Teſtimony in the loſt 
Writings of Papas, and yet to blame a great Man for de- 
pending, in another Caſe, upon the Teſtimony of Papias, 
as it is extant in Euſebius, and to declare him to be 3 
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5. It is highly probable that were the Writings loſt I 
now extant, we ſhould find Teftimonies to the ſame pur- 
poſe with thoſe now extant : And extreamly unreaſo- 
Hable to ſuppoſe the contrary. As for the Works of 
Papias and Hege fippus ; Euſebius and many other Writers 
found nothing againſt Epiſcopacy in them, 'as far as ap- 
Pears. St. Jerome when he is moſt of all exalting the 
Presbyters, neither denies Epiſcopacy to be gf Apoſtolical 


Presbyters; nor doth he appeal to one antient Writer, 
either then extant, or loſt, as giving any Teſtimony a- 
gainſt the Apoftolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy. Beſides, 
m many other Caſes we know by the Writers now ex: 
tant, that there were Perſons who differ'd from _—_ 1 


— 
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uch, and ſuch Particulars, who were diſapproved and 
condemned. But in this Caſe we have not the leaſt Inti- 
mation either from the Friends of Epiſcopacy, or from 
thoſe who are accounted by ſome to have been Enemies 
to it, that there was any one early Friter of the Church, 
who differed from the reſt about Epiſcopacy, or the Inſfi- 
tution of it. And upon leſs Grounds than theſe Im ſure 
we often believe, in many Points of Hiftory. 

The ſecond Reaſon given why we cannot pag. 143. 
eafily diſcover the true Senſe of the Fathers, is | 
this, becauſe many of the Writings which go under their Names 
are ſpurious, and ſuppoſititious, either in whole or in part : 
Ho that you know not what is theirs, and what is not. But, 

1. There are Teſfimonies, ſufficient to ſupport the Canſe 


doubted to be the Works of thoſe Authors to whom they 
are aſcribed; or which have been demonſtrated by the 
ſtrongeſt Arguments to be genuine, to the entire Satisfacti- 
on of the moſt learned, and thinking part of the World. 
So that take only thoſe Parts of their Works about the 
Gennineneſs of which there is no Diſpute: And in theſe we 
find the plaineſt Teſtimony concerning this Point. And 
what then can it ſignify againſt this Teftimony, that other 
| Pieces aſcribed to them are ſappoſfititiows and ſpurious £ _ 

r-| 2. This Aut bor alleged here that ſome have fathered 
o WI ſuppoſititious Pieces upon the Apoſtles themſelves, much 
of more may they have made bold with the Fathers. But 
rs {WY doth it follow that therefore we cannot be certain that 
p- the Apoſtles wrote thoſe Books we receive in the Church 
"6 as theirs ? Doth it follow from thence that there are no 
al 8 Rules to go by, ſufficient to diſtinguiſh the genuine from 
of the ſpurious ? If it do not, in the Caſe of the Apoſtles, why 
, WY {hould it be alleged in the Caſe of other Writers ? But if 
+ {WI this muſt be preſſed in the Caſe of the Fathers, let them 


85 who urge it conſider, whether they do not put Words in- 


to the Mouths of Deifts and Infidels, to deſtroy all Cer- 
in tainty about paſt Matters, which depend upon ancient 


b, itings. It is not ſufficient to ſay, that Almighty God is 


obliged 


/ 


of Epiſcopacy, in thoſe Writings which were never yet 


f 
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Y 
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obliged in his Providence to take more Care in one Caſe 
than in the other. For it is manifeſt that he hath left the 
| Writings, and Names of the Apaſtles under the common 
; Fate of other Writers ſo far that counterfeit, and ſpurion; 
| Pieces have been actually fathered upon them; and Alte 
| rations made in their Text by officions Hands. It is his 
| Pleaſure to give ſufficient Evidence to what he requires 
| the World to receive: And if he gives in this Caſe what 
they accept of in other Caſes, he may juſtly expect theſe 
Writings ſhould be received as others are, notwithſtand- 
ing the like, Objedtion. And if it do not follow from 
hence, that the Writings now receiv'd as the Writings of 
the Apoſtles are not thezys ; or that there are not Rules ſuf- 
Hciently certain to diſtinguiſh the genuine from the ſpuri- 
4 onus: Neither will it follow from the Suppoſititzouſneſs, or 


Spuriouſneſs, of ſome Works, or ſome Sentences, in the 
Books aſcribed to the Fathers, that others are not genmne:; 
or that there are not very good and juſt Rules to diſtin- 
guiſh the one from the other, 

3. To argue from the Poſſibility of contriving a Cheat, 
ſo as that it ſhall not be able to be detected, ſtrikes at all 
the Writings in the World, ſacred and profane, as well 
as thoſe of the Fathers; and tends to bring in Scepticiſm 
with reſpect to all Authors in the Ages before us. The 
bare Poſſibility of this is no more an Argument againſt 
the Genuineneſs of Ignatius's Epiſtles, than it is againſt 
St. Paul's. But we muſt diſcard all Pretenſes to hiſtorical 
Certainty,” if we do not diſcard ſuch looſe Principles as 
theſs, And ſurely it is but reaſonable to receive that as 


genuine which hath no Mark of a Cheat upon it. Nay, | 


Were it poſſible ſo to contrive a Forgery as that it ſhould 

not be poſſible for the Wit of Man to detect it, it is our 

WW Duty to receive it. A Cheat fo contrived is no Cheat to 
1 us: And if we receive any Writing as genuine, we are ob- 
| liged to receive all which have the fame Marks of their 
Genuinene ſi. Otherwiſe we act not agreeably to our Prin- 

ciples, or our Duty. Should we be deceiv'd in the moſt 

important Caſe poſſible of this nature, it cannot be ſup- 


poſed 
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poſed that God can puniſh us for following the beſt Light 
we have after the beſt manner poſſible; but that he ra- 


ther will applaud us for acting by thoſe Rules which are 


the only Meaſures we have to go by. 312 t 
4. Could this : Author, or any one elſe, produce any 
Argument againſt the Genumeneſs of thoſe many Sentences, 


or Paſſages in the Fathers, in which their Teſtimony con- 
cerning Epiſcopacy is contained this indeed would be 


ſomething of an Argument againſt the poſitive Proof we 
allege for it, yet of the leſſer Force, and Weight, becauſe 
there are no Footſteps of any other Form of Government 
in the ancient Church. But I believe it never yet was heard 
of that any Man ſhould argue againſt receiving their Te; 
ſtimony, not from the Spuriouſneſs, or Forgery of thoſe 


nony is found, but from the Spuriouſneſs of ſome other 
Works, or Sentences, which have been aſcribed to them. 
What a Blow muſt ſach Reaſonings give to all hiftorical 


the whole Chriſtian Faith 2 


— 5 


gainſt the other Fathers, be ſure that the Paſſages in which 
Epi ſcopacy is thought to be depreſſed, are not of the num- 
ber? Or why do they talk of his Opinion in this Mat- 
ter? According to this Argument it is as reaſonable 
to think that he had no ſuch Opinion, as it is to imagine 
that the other Fathers did not give that Teſtimony which 
is aſcribed to them. | | ba) e vc 

6. Since ſome ſuppoſititious Pieces, and Sentences, have 


peal to their Teſtimony concerning the Books of the New 
{eflament ? Or, why do they not rather reject it? If it be 
reaſonable notwithſtanding this Obje#ion to receive their 
Jeftimony in one Caſe, why not in another? Their Teftimo- 
Mes where they are equally clear, and univerſal, about 
ſeveral Matters of Fuad, muſt ſtand, and fall together. 


Te more Care ought-to be taken by thoſe who, I doubt 


not, 


parts of the Works aſcribed to them, in which this Jefi+ 


Certainty ; and of what ſad Conſequence, muſt that be to 


5. Some ſuppoſititious Pieces have been father'd upon 
St. Jerome. How can they, who argue from hence a- 


been fathered upon the ancient Writers, why do they ap- 


* %* * 
. 
* -. 
— — — — 


336 DT A brief Defenſe of | 
not, are hearty Enemies to the Cauſe of Scepticiſm, I 
to furniſh and ſupport it with ſuch Arguments as theſe, ef 
which mult be equally ſtrong in all parallel Caſes; and 1% 
are greedily ſnatched at by Men inclined to do what Pre Ml + 
judice they can to the Cauſe of Chriſtianity, and the Holy ll «+ 
Sc ? tures. N | T 
| The Author whom I am now conſidering, in order uA 
ſhew ſome Ground for Suſpicion of Forgery in thoſe Pa. WM +: 
fages of the ancient Writers which favour Epiſcopacy, infill ſo 
nuates that the Support of the Ecclefiaſtical Hierarchy might WM de 
induce Men of After-Ages to make Alterations in the Wri. 
tings of the Fathers. Upon which Account he is ſo far fro 
wond1 ing to find, among the Remains of Antiquity, ſo much in Ms 
favour of Prelacy, that he rather wonders that all Pa fag 
in favour of the Primitive Parity, and the Identity of Biſhop 
and Presbyters are not quite expung'd. It is very neceſlary| 
to give a diſtinct Reply to this. And, 
1. Suppoling ſome Perſons of later Ages have been (i 
fooliſh and baſe as to make Alterations in the Works of 
ancient Writers , yet this Author himſelf believes many 
Sentences, and many Pages in ſome of them to be truly 
genuine: And he himſelf muſt acknowledge that it is not 


a ſufficient Reaſon againſt the Genuzneneſs of any Sentence 

that it ſupports the Opinions, or Practices of many in la No 

ter Ages, and therefore was probably inſerted by them n 

No, there muſt be other Arguments to prove theſe Paſſa 

ges ſpurious beſides this, or elſe it will go very hard 
with many Texts of Scripture, and with many whole 

Books in the ſacred Canon. For thus the Deiſts may ſay; 

it was for the Intereſt of Chriſtianity that there ſhould b 

ſach Teſtimonies in antient Writers concerning the Font 

Goſpels, and their Authors : And from hence conclude, WF 

that theſe Teftimonies were foiſted in by modern Chriſti} 

ans. If it be ſaid that it was as much for the Intereſt of 
the antient Chriſtians; and therefore very probably these] 
Paſſages are genuine : It may be replied, that it was as 
much ſor the Intereſt of the antient as the more modert 
Chriſtian to aſſert Epiſcopacy iq far as is implied in the 

| 7 Teftimon) 
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Je ſtimony we ſpeak of: For they always without doubt 
eſteem'd it their Intereſt to preſerve the Church as they 
thought the Apoſtles left it. Thus the Socinians ſay, it was 
the Prejudice of the Orthodox to their own Opinions, and 
their Intereſt; which might induce them to add ſeveral 
Texts, and makeſſeveral Alterations in the New Teftament : 
And they likewiſe wonder they find no more there in fa- 
rour of the Orthodox Doctrine, conſidering what Liberty 
ſome have taken. But we ſay, this is not ſufficient to 
determine a Paſſage to be ſpurious : There muſt be other 
Reaſons alleged, becauſe at this rate no Paſſage can be 
Lennine which favours any of the differing Parties in Reli- 
ion. 2. I am not now concerned for any high Flights, 
Wor any Rea ſonings of the Antients; but barely their Tefi- 


i nony about Matter of Fact, that Epiſcopacy was the Go- 
ry ver 1ment of the Church, and of Apoſtolical Inſtitution. And 


deny that there are any Paſſages in the Antients ſo much 
Wn favour of the Primitive Parity, and Identity of Biſhops 
and Prieſts, as to contradict, or oppoſe this in any one 
plain Sentence. So that if ſuch Paſſages were expunged 
dy Fraud, there muſt have been an univerſal Conſpiracy, 
to do it ſo effectually as not to leave the Remembrance 
of any Contradiction to this Teſtimony concerning Epiſ- 


la copacy: which it is abſurd to ſuppoſe. But if there be 
ny ſuch Paſſages left in favour of this Primitive Parity, 
Ibis is an Argument that there was not that prodigious 
Liberty taken by any in altering the Writings of the An- 


ients ; becauſe it is incredible they would have left any 
emarkable Paſlages againſt themſelves, when they were 
bnce engaged in ach a Work. 3. But perhaps theſe Paſ+ 
ages, if there be any ſuch, were forged by Presbyters who 


de affected an Equality to Biſbops, and the Reaſon why there 
t. re no more in favour of Epiſcopacy, is becauſe the Ene- 
ies of it took the Liberty of expunging Multitudes of 
ele entences to that purpoſe out of the Writings of the An- 


ients. The Argument is equally good both ways, but both 
ays fallacious, and of dangerous Conſequence. 4. Sup- 
oling a ſettled Epiſcopacy inſtituted by. the Apoſtles, not 

2 at 
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at the firſt Foundation of Churches, but at the latter End 
of their Days; how could we know this but by Ieſtimom 
of ancient Writers © And conſidering all things, could we 
well expect a more univerſal Teſiimony, with leſs Contra 
diction, or leſs Oppoſition, than we meet with in this? 
Here, therefore, the Argument from Forgery can haveno 
Place; becauſe this Jeftimonyis juſt what we muſt ſuppoſe 
it, had there been no Forgery. For according to all rea- 
_  Jonable Proceedings in the like Caſes, that ought to be re- 


ceived as no Forgery, which is exactly what we may rea- 
ſonably ſuppoſe it would have been, had there been no 
Forgery. 5. It moſt effectually puts a Stop to ſuch ſi 


nuations as this, to obſerve that there is as little Ground to 
ſuſpe& a Forgery in theſe Te/timonies as is well poſſible 
to be imagined. For the Teſimony we ſpeak of, is not 
concerning the Apoſtolical Inftitution of the exor vatant Power 
claim'd by later Biſhops, or of any external Enjizns of world. 
ly Grandeur, or Riches appropriated to them: But merely 
of the Inſtitution of one Perſon to ordain and govern Pref: 
byters, within ſuch or ſuch a Diſtrid, and according to 
the Deſign and Rules of Chriftianity. Now ** ſupports 
no tyrannical, and excefive Fewer in them: Nor any but 
what carries forward the great Ends of Religion. So that 
the inſerting of Paſſages to this purpoſe, doth not anſwer 
the Deſign pretended in this Inſinuation, of ſupporting 
the Pretenſions and Grandeur of more modern Bzſhops : 
And therefore the Suppoſition of it muſt be vain and 
precarious. Had there been any Forgery in this Caſe, cer 

tainly it would have been to purpoſe : And frequent De 

clarations would have been found in the Autienss, more 
for the Exaltation of the Worldly Grandeur of Biſbop 

than any now extant. But in thefe Jeſimonies as they no 
ſtand, nothing is to be found that is not agreeable to the 
Chriftian Religion, or that can ſerve the Purpoſes of an 
but a truly Chriſtian Epiſcopacy. Beſides, the chief Ground 
of Forgery, whenever it was practiſed, was Party, ani 
Contyadiction; and a Deſign to confute the Opinions d 


Oppoſeys by ſuppoſititious Paſſages, Now we do not 1 
* e * 
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of any Contradifion to this Teſtimony concerning Epiſco- 
pray, of which we ſpeak ; or any Party againſt it: No- 
thing conſiderable, granting the whole of what 1s pro- 
duced to this Purpoſe. All Churches and Chriſtians, as far 
as we know, ſeem to have been agreed in this Point, 
amidft all their other Differences, as univerſally as can 
well be imagined. But thus much may ſuffice in auſwer 
to the foregoing Infinnation. | 

The third Reaſon given why we cannot P. 159. 
"BY caſily arrive to the true Senfe of the Fa- EIN 
thers, is their Obſcnrity, and the vehement, and hyperbolical 
Expreſionsthey often made uſe of. Wies wann 
1. I grant this to be of force with reſpect to many of 
their Opinions, and Notions ; Yet even here there are 
Rules, and Circumſtances to determine us often to their true 
Senſe. But what is this to their Teſtimony concerning 
Matter of Fact? Can there be any Suſpicion of Rhetoric, 
and Figure, in their declaring Epiſcopacy to be the Govern- 
ment of the Church, inſtituted by the Apoſtles; or in their” 
running up Catalogues of Biſhops to the Apoſtles Days; or 
in recording the Names of particular Perſons made Bi- 
ſhops by the Apoftles 8 __ 3 
2. It is an eaſy Matter to ſee where any Authors ſpeak | 
as Hiſtorians ; and where as Rhetoricians. Suppoſing any - 
of the ancient Church-Mriters to deduce unreaſonable Con» 
ſequences from the Apoſtolical Inftitution of Epiſcopac); or 
to exceed in Rhetorical Flights upon that Subject: We do 
not build our Belief upon theſe Flights and Reaſonings, 
but upon their plain Teſtimony concerning Matter of Fact: 
Suppoſing the Ads of the Council of Chalcedon call the 
Emperor's Letters ne yeduve in à Paſſage which may be 
eaſily underſtood to relate to them: Doth it follow from - 
hence that when the Fathers ſpeak ſoof the Holy Scriptures, 
they mean to give them no higher Authority chanſehey 
gave thoſe Letters? Doth it follow from hence that when 
they aſcribe particular Epifles to particular Apoſtles! they 
ſpeak rbetorically likewiſe ? And muſt all their Teflimony 
about the Canon of the New Teflament fall to the Ground 
* 3 e een 
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340 Abrief Defenſe of 
becauſe in other Caſes they ſometimes ſpeak o>ſcurely, and 
ſometimes fignratively * 

3. This Argument will affect the Apoſt?lical Writirg; 
themſelves, in which there are obſcure, and very Hyper. 
bolical Expreſſions. But this never was thought to prove it 
hard to find out their meaning in Paſſages which are not 
obſcure, or figurative. Nay, certainly their true Senſe 
hath been found out by many conſidering Perſons in thoſe 
very Places, which have been thought very obſcure and 
figurative, This Author can tell us himſelf that there are 
Circumſtances, and Rules to guide us to the true meanin 
of the Fathers in many of their higheſt Flights. And 
what then ſignifies all this Diſcourſe about their manner 
of Writing? | 

4. The only thing that could have ſerved his Purpoſe, 
would have been to have ſhewn that the Paſſages, upon 
which we build our Belief of the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of 
Epi ſcopacy, are either ſo obſcure, or ſo figurative, that we 
cannot build any ſuch Matter upon them : But of what 
Importance can it be, to ſhew that other Paſſages are ob- 


cure, and figurative, upon which we build nothing in this 


Cauſe e 


5. Sappoſing that the Fathers, in oppoſing their Adver. 


ſaries, as others of the belt of Men have too often done, 
were apt to run from one Extreme to another, and to 


carry Things to the Heigth in ſuch Oppoſition; this can 


ſignify very little to their Teſtimonies concerning Epiſceif 


pacy. For when they ſay that it was the Government ol 
the Church in their Days, and in tituted by the Apoſtles, 
they cannot be ſuppoſed to ſpeak rheto/icallꝭ, or to carry 
Things to an undue Extremity, becauſe otherwiſe there 
is nothing, no not their Teſtimony about the Writings df 
the Apoftles, but what may be ſaid to be given in Heat, 
and carried to that Extremity only in Oppoſition to ſome 
Adverſaries. And in the Caſe of Eprſcopacy, it is a very 
material Conſideration that we know of no Adver ſari 
they had to tempt them to run to any Extremity; none 
that denied it to have been always the Government of the 
 Courch, and inſtituted by the Apoſtles , unleſs the metre 
ä ey Supp: 
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Suppoſition of a modern Author at 1600 Years diſtance, 
that there were Chriſtians even in Ignatius's Age who look d 
upon Epiſcopacy as unlawful. may paſs for an anthentic 
piece of Hiſtory: An Inſinuation which I believe cannot 
be parallel d, unleſs it be by the Diſcovery made by other 
modern Authors, at the ſame diſtznce of Time, of an Al- 
teration made, after the Days of the Apoſtles, from Preſs 
byterian to Epiſcopal Government in the Church, concerning 
which there is not one Word in any antient Writer, This 
is a new way indeed of writing Hiſtory from one's own 
Invention, and not from any Records of paſt Time: And 
yet we have ſeen ſuch mere Conjectures as theſe relied up- 
on; and othersridiculed for relying upon the plain Tz- 
flimony of antient Writers concerning the State of the Church 
in their own Times, 

6. Suppoſing many very high, and figurative Expref- 
ſions in the Epiſtles of Ignatius; (againſt which this Author 
doth very ill to drop his Infinuations, unleſs he had an- 
ſwered thoſe Arguments which have ſatisfied all the learn- 
ed World concerning their Genuineneſs ;, ) let them be nee 
ver ſo much ſoftned, and interpreted never ſo favoura- 
bly, the leaſt that can follow from them is, that Epiſco- 
pacy was ſetled in his Days, and was at a great Heighth, 
when neither worldly Advantage could make it ſo; nor 
was there Time from the Apoſtles Deaths for a gradual In- 
creaſe to ſuch a Pitch. For he lived in the Apoftles Days, 
and was at fartheſt, the ſecond Biſhop of his See and as 
much a Mad-man and Blaſphemer as he may be thought 
by ſome, he died a Martyr for Chriſtianity, and was al- 
ways highly eſteemed in the Church. And it is the moſt 
reaſonable thing in the World to ſuppoſe, that he could 
not ſpeak of Epi ſcopacy as he doth, had he known it to 
have been only the Agreement of Presbyters amongſt 
themſelves ; had he known it to have been an Alte- 
ration fin the Church from the State in which The” 
Apo ſtles left it; as he muſt have done according to the 
Conjecture of ſome mode Writers. And the more 
nighly he magnifies it, ſtill the greater Argument it is, 
that he knew it to be ſetled by the Apoſtles OL | 
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of Chjift, and that it was their Will it ſhould be retain- 
ed, and eſteemed. It is impoſſible he ſhould ſpeak of it 
as he doth, if he knew it, and all the Church then knew 
it, to be a voluntary prudential Compact amongſt the 
Preſbyters. For what could induce him to do it? Or 
what Influence could his high Words have upon thoſe who 
knew as well as himſelf that it was juſt then agreed up- 
on; and had no higher an Original than the Conſent of 
Presbyters © So that this wholly deftroys the ſtrange Sup- 
poſition before mentioned; without which, I believe, a 
very reaſonable Account may be given of his ſpeaking 
after ſuch a manner of Bſhops in thoſe Days, and in the 
 Orrcumſtancesthe Church was then in. 11% 

© The fourth Reaſon why we cannot eaſily come to 


know the true Senſe of the Fathers is this, 


P 152. . becauſe ſome of them in their Commentaries 
"1 _* mentioned the Opinion of others as well as their 
own, without any Diſtindion : And in their Writing againf 
their Adverſaries, ſome of them uſed diſhonourable Methods, 
Jam indeed almoſt aſhamed to anſwer to ſuch Argu- 
ments as theſe, For, 

1. Can it follow from hence that their Teffimontes con- 
cerning Matters of Fact in their own Days, are not their 
own Thoughts? That Ignatius and many others whoſe 
Teſtimonies are not in Commentaries, ſpake not their own 


Mind in what they ſay of Epiſcopacy 4 = Hey? what they 
Ee1C erjaries, nay, 


ſay who uſe no baſe Arts again 
who had no Adverſaries in this Point, ought not to be 
relied upon? DEED 2 

2. Can it follow from hence, that therefore their un- 


exceptionable Teffrmonzes concerning the Canon of the New | 


Teftament, cannot be relied on? If not, why may not 
their Teſtimonies likewiſe concerning Epiſcopacy ? 

3. If it can be ſhewn that the — eſtimonies on 
which we rely in theſe Caſes, are not plainly their own 
Thoughts, but the Notions of others; or that they knew 
the contrary to what they witneſſed in theſe Points: This 
indeed would be to the purpoſe. But it is abſurd to al- 


lege 
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lege againſt theſe Teſtimonies, that other Paſſages are 
not their own Thoughts; or that ſome other Perſons were 
not always fair Diſputants; or that ſome of the Perſons 
who give theſe Teſtimonies did not always, in other 
Points, maintain their own Opinions after the moſt ho- 
nourable manner. ng 
The Fifth Reaſon is, becauſe the Fathers advan- p 153. 
ced gradually in Knowledge ; and they often alter'd | 
their Minds; and who knows but that they retracted in this 
Matter, as they did in others ? « 
This indeed is of deſperate Conſequence with reſpect 
to all Hiſtorical Certainty ; that the univerſal Teſtimony of 
many Ages ſhould be rejected upon ſuch a ſtrange Sup- 
polition. Who knows but that they retracted their Te- 
ſtimony about the Writmgs of the Apoſtles, and Evange- 
kfts * And what will become of the Holy Scriptures at this 
rate, or of all Hiſtory © For who knows but that all the 
Hiſtorians in the World retraFed what is now come to us 
under their Names? And who knows at laſt, but that 
St. Ferome, and Aerms retracted all that they had ſaid 
about the Identity of Biſhops, and Priefts * This is as much 
as to ſay, becauſe they retracted ſome things, therefore 
they perhaps retracted all things: Becauſe they retracted 
{ome Opinions and Notions, built upon former Reaſon- 
ings of their own, which they found to be falſe, there- 


fore they retracted their Teftimeny concerning a Matter 


of Fact, in which they might be as well ſatisfied at Forty 
Years of Age as at Fourſcore, This was a Point that de- 
pended not upon their Judgment, and Reaſoning, only 
concerning what was in their own Days, or what was 
tranſmitted down to them from their Predeceſiors : And 
therefore here is not room for the Suppoſition of an Alte» 
ration cf their Minds. Nor could this be in any number 
of them without ſome notice cf it: Nor is there the leaſt 
ground to ſuppoſe it, becauſe we know of none who were 
of a contrary Opinion m the firſt Days concerning the 
Government of the Church. I think thoſe who. reaſon at 
this rate; may as well go a little farther ; and ſay, 60 
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Saps there never were any ſuch Men as theſe Fathers; and 
perhaps we are all in a Dream. 

The Sixth Reaſon is, hecauſe it is bard to diſcover hoy 
the Fathers held their Opinions, whether as neceſſary, or a 
probable only, &c. But it is evident at firſt ſight that this 
cannot touch their Teſtimony about the Books of the New- 
Teſtament, that they were extant in their Days, and that 
they were written by the Apoſtles: Or their Teſtimony 
about Epi ſcopacy, that it was the Government of the 
Church in their Days, and inſtituted by the Apoſtles. 
However they expreſs themſelves in many of their No- 
tions, and Opinions; we know that when they ſay, the 
Apoſtles inſtituted Epiſcopacy, the Words are not capable 
T any Senſe but one, and cannot be miſunderſtood. _ 

The Seventh and laſt Reaſon is, becauſe we cannot be 
ſure that their Teſtimony (who are now remaining) was 
the general Senſe of the Church. But this is much the ſame 


 _ with the firſt Reaſon, which ſuppoſes many Writers loſt 


who perhaps contradicted this Teſtimony : To which I 
have given a diſtinct Reply. I ſhall only add, that there 
can be no Hiſtorical Certainty at this rate: For what ſhall 
we do, unleſs we will depend upon thoſe who are extant; 


and acquieſce where there is no Footſtep remaining of 


any Contradiction from good Hands? For why is it that 
any Hiſtorians are depended on, but becauſe they are 
eſteemed as faithful Repreſenters of the Senſe of all thoſe 
who had opportunity of knowing the Things related ? 
But who knows but that many in their Days contra- 
diced their Relations, tho? we have no Account of them? 
Who knows but that many in the Days of the Fathers dif- 


fer'd from em about the Canonical Books of the New Teſta- 


ment? Who knows but that many might oppoſe em, and not 
write; or that they may have written, and their Writings 
have been devoured:by time, or ſuppreſſed by the contrary 
Party ? And who knows, laſt of all, but that there were 
many more good Writings, and Teſtimonies in favour 
of HP ſcepecy.0nce extant, and afterwards Juppreſs'd by 


the uppoſeg Enemies to it? To what a degree of Incre- 


dulit) 


> 
mY + 2 
* 


Epiſcopal Ordination. . 345 


| ality may we come by ſuch Steps as theſe? And whither 
will the love to a particular Cauſe ſometimes carry Men? 
Thus have J gone over all the Reaſons alleged by a late 
Aut bor, to prove that it is not eaſy to come to a know- 
ledge of the true Senſe of the antient Church concerning 
| Epiſcopacy: And have, I hope, ſaid what is ſufficient to 
ſhew the little force there is in them, in the Caſe now 
| before us. I proceed now to the next Objection againſt 
| the Authority of the Fathers in the point of Epiſcopacy. 
Olj. 3. We cannot reaſonably depend on the Re- | 
| port of the antient Church-Writers, in this Caſe, p. 186. 
1 we find them guilty of ſo many Miſtakes, 
and ſo often cont/adicting one another, concerning Apoſtoli- 
cal Traditions. I anſwer, > WET 
1. They do not contradict one another in this Point: 
But are as generally agreed, as it is well poſſible to ima- 
gine, that the Government of the Church in their Days was 
Eniſcopal ; and that this was of Apoſtolical In ſtitution. 
And add, that their contradicting one another in other 
Points, 1s ſo far from being an Argument againſt their 
Teftimony in this Caſe, that it adds a Strength and Force 
to it: It being always eſteemed a good ſign of a true Fact, 
that Perſons, . who are very free in contradicting one a- 
nother in other Matters, conſent and agree in it. | "1 
2. Suppoling their contradicting one another, and their 
Miſtakes in other Points, an Argument againſt their 
Teſtimony concerning Epiſcopacy, it is equally an Argu- 
ment againſt their Jeſtimony concerning the Books of the 
New Teſtament, and the Authors of them. And thoſe who 
receive their Teſtzmony in one Caſe, notwithſtanding this 9 
Argument, ought in Juſtice to receive it in another. But | 
to clear this Point more thoroughly, which ſo nearly 
touches the Holy Scriptures themſelves, Tobſerve, 11 
3. That there is no Caſe produced by thoſe who have 
laboured moſt to do it; in which theſe antient Writers 
were miſtaken, or contradicted one anuther; parallel to that 
Ieſfimony concerning Epi ſcopacy we ai e now conſidering.: 
And conſequently none which can affect that Point, ſo às 
. fr 
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to invalidate their Tefflimony concerning it, as will appey 
by conſidering particularly every Inſtance alleged. 
> 136. Papias reported the Thouſand Tears bodily Reign of 
Chriſt npon Earth, for an Apoſtchcal Tradition. 
But, 1. This might be merely a Miſtake of his Judgment, 
putting a more literal Interpretation than was deſigned 
upon ſome obſcure Saying of one of the Apoſtles ; or de- 
ducing ſome Conſequences of his own from it: For it 5 
by theſe means that a Do@rine is more eaſily miſreported, 
than a ſettled viſible Matter of Fact. 2. Here is no In 
ſtance given of any Teſtimony that the contrary was taught 
by the Apoſtles : And fo, for ought appears, the Do@-ine 
which he might thus interpret was truly, as he ſaid, an 
Apoſtolical Tradition, Thus many at this Day think thi 
Millennial Reign of Chrift an Apoftolical Doctrine And it 
is certain that the Words, upon which they found it, are 
Apoſtolical. 3. Suppoſing Papias had born Teſtimony 
concerning the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epi ſcopacy, I cau- 
not ſee how his Miſtake, ſuppoſing it one, in the other 
Caſe can invalidate his Teſtimony in this: Becauſe that 
is a Point very capable of Miſtake, and very probably 
mixt with his own Reaſoning ; and this concerns a plain, 
ſettled Matter of Fact, in which there is no room for 
Reaſoning, or for the Miſtakes of his own private Jude: 
ment. 4. If any think otherwiſe, Ithink it is but rea. 
ſonable that only Pzpias ſhonld ſuffer for the Miſtakes of 
Fapias. And therefore ſuppoſing him one of the /i. 
wefe: for Epiſcopgcy; bis Miſtakes can only invalidate 
his own Tefimony, not the Teſtimony of others, who in 
great Numbers witneſs to the tame thing. But ſuppoſing 
his Works were now extant; and he fhould be found to 
bear Witneſs to the Apaſtolical Inſtitution of another Forn 
of Church Government, according to the unreaſonable Fancy 
of the Int ho/ I am now conſidering, the ſame Author hat 
here deſtroyed his whole Credit at one blow, and provel 
him a moſt incompetent Witneſs in any ſuch Caſt. $0 
that T hope the ſuppoſed, loſt Teſtimony of ſuch a Wir 
neſs wilbbe no longer of any force. But, 5. What ſignifies 
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it to uſe words? Pupias is not one of the Writers upon 
whoſe Teſtimony Epi ſcopacy relies; and therefore his Mi- 
{takes ſignifie nothing to their Teſtimony ; unleſs it be a 
good Argument that one Hiſtorian ought not to be be- 
lieved in one particular Story, becauſe another Hiſtorian 
was miſtaken 1n quite a different Matter. 

The next Inſtance, and that the moſt famous one, 158 
of Miſtake, and Contradi4:on amongſt the Anti- 
ents concerning Apoſtolical Traditions and Inſtitutions, is 
the Controverſy about the Obſervation of Eafter : In which 
| Polycarp pleaded that St. Fobn was for one time, and Ani- 
cetus, that St. Peter was for another. And indeed this is 
a ſad Inſtance of the Proneneſs of the beſt of Men, to act 
with an ungoverned Zeal, and to come to Extremity 
againſt one another, But I ſee not what Argument can 
be brought from hence againſt their Teſtimony 5 
Matter of Fact. For 1. It doth not appear but that botk 
theſe Perſons were in the right, as to Fad. It is well 
known that it was the conſtant Cuſtom of the Apoſtles, in 
all indifferent Matters, to comply very much with the 
Humonrs and Cuſtoms of the Place where they reſided: 
Which mkes it very highly probable that Polycarp might 
have known St. John for one time, at ane Place, and Ani- 
cetus St, Peter for another time, for different Reaſons, at 
another Place. This is agreeable to their Practice in all 


other like Caſes And therefore here is no Miſtake, or 


is in Point of Judgment; ariſing from their not conſide- 
ring the prudential Maxims by which the Apoſtles guided 
their Practice. The very Apoſtle who had appeared zea- 
lous for one time at one Place, would without all douht 
have been as zealous for another time, at another Place, 
where the Circumſtances of things were different. But 
theſe Men not conſidering this, were ſo weak as to think. 
that in ſo indifferent a matter as this, all Chriſtians in all 
Places ought to comply with what each of them knew to 
have an Apoſtles Example on it's fide, and this only at 
one certain place, and amongſt one particular fort of 
t . People. 


contradiction concerning Fact. 2. All the Miſtake here 
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People. Now this Error of Judgment in them, (tho 
Ga to be lamented; becauſe it was purſued to the great 
Scandal of Chriſtianity ;) can never prove them incom- 
petent Witneſſes concerning plain Matter of Fact, unlef 
it be required that all Vitneſſes about Facts be infallible in 
their Judgment, and Reaſonings. 3. Suppoſing that 
Polycarp, and Amcetus, were Perſons, on whoſe Teſti. 
mony, amongſt others, we depended concerning the 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy; the difference, con. 
tradition, and heat which was between them concer- 
ning the Obſervation of Eaſter, will be ſo far from inv+ 
lidating their e Teſtimony in another matter, that 
it will mightily ſtrengthen it: As it is generally thought 
that the conſent of two Perſons in oe thing, whom a 
ſharp,Diſpute about another Matter of the like nature hath 
arritated againſt one another, is of more weight, than 

the conſent of two Friends : It being. uſual for ſuch Per- 
ons, to contradi& one another out of Prejudice, and in 
order to ſhew that their Adverſary is liable to Miſtakes in 
other Points, as well as in that concerning which their 
former Conteſt had been. 4. But theſe are not the Per- 

{ons of whoſe Teffimony we rely in the Cauſe of 3 

pacy: And therefore a thouſand worſe Miſtakes in them 
will ſignify nothing to the Point; unleſs it be fair, and 

Juſt, that the Credit of one Men-ſhould be forfeited by 
the Miſdemeanours of another. According to which Prin- 
e&ple there cannot be a Perſon of Credit in the World. 
If Polycarp have failed in this Point, let him only ſuffer 
for it : And then what becomes of the Negative Argument 
drawn from his mentioning only two Orders as of any 
regard in the Church? Whereas if he had poſitively ef. 
firmed them, and them only to have been inſtituted, by 
the Apofiles, according to this Argument, no Credit had 

been due to him. 5, I cannot diſmiſs this Inffance, be- 
fore I deduce from it a ſtrong Argument in favour of the 

Apoftolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy. It is acknowledged 
by the moſt learned Adverſartes of it, that it was univer- 
fally ſetled before the middle of the ſecond Century, — 
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haps as early as this famous Controverſy about Eafter. 
Now the Difhculty is this: If the Churches were conſti- 
tuted and left by the Apoſtles in another Form, how can 
it be ſuppoſed that they ſhould ſo ſoon all agree to depart 
from it, and ſettle another, when we find them in ſo 


much leſſer Matters, ſo tenacious of Apoftolical Cuſtoms, 
and Traditions, that they proceed to the higheſt extre- 


mity againſt one another for not retaining what each 


Side thought of Apoſtolical Inſtitution? How can it be ſup- 
poſed that their alteration ofthe Farm cf their Church Go- 
verument could be made without the leaſt Noiſe, or the 
leaſt Notice taken of it by Eccleſiaſtical Writers, when the 
endeavouring an alteration in the keeping of Eafter, 
raiſed ſuch a Noiſe and Combuſtion ; and is particularl 
taken notice of in the Hiſtories of the Church 2 Such 
ſtrange Suppoſitions as theſe ought to be accounted for, 
before this Inſtance of the Weakneſs of the Antients be 
produc'das an Argument againſt the Apoſtolical Inſtitution 
of Epi ſcopacy. 

Once more, St. Jerome takes a Cuſtom of the | 
Church in his Time for an Apaſtolical Tradition. P. 59+ 
St. Auſtin founds another upon Apaſtolical Tradition: 
and Epiphanius another. Now, 1 St. Auſtin's ſupporting 
the giving the Communion to Infants upon that general 
Doctrine of the Apoſtles, that Communicating was neceſ- 
ſary to Salvation, is manifeſtly a Point of Judgment, and 
Reaſoning, and therefore toucheth not his Tcſtimoxy about 
Matter of Fact. 2. We do not argue merely from the 
Teſtimony of ſo late Writers as theie, that Epiſcopacy is 
of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, We grant it doth not follow, 
St. Ferome thought ſo , therefore it is ſo. But Writers of 
all Ages in the Church, witneſs that this was the Govern- 
ment in their Days; that it was inſtituted by the Apoſtles, 
and delivered down as ſuch. All that we produce St. F- 
rome for in this Caſe, is that it was in his time, and that 
he believed it to be Apoſtolical, and receiv'd it as ſuch; 
But without the Teflimony of the Ages before him, I ſhould 
not eſteem this a ſufficicut Argument that it was really fo. 
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And the reaſon why I am not obliged to think that 
Cu ſtom he calls 4poſtolical to have been fo really, is be- 
cauſe we have no mention of it in more. antient Writers, 
Were there ſo much Teſtimony to that as there is to Epi 
copacy, it ought to be believed to be Apoſtolical. So that 
theſe Coms here mentioned are deſtitute of that early 
and manifold Teſtimony, on which Epi ſcopacy depends: 
And therefore we are at liberty, not to believe them 4pe- 
ftolical, Could the Caſe of Epiſcopacy be proved to be 
parallel to theſe, or could more early Teſimonies be pro- 
dluced againſt it, than are produced for it; this likewiſe 
might be thought no more Apoſtolical than the others. But 
till that be done, theſeInſtanccs of Miſtake, if they be ſo, 
can prove nothing againſt it. 3. If St. Ferome's Teſti- 
mony be not to be depended on for one Apoſtolical Tra 
dition, why ſhould the leaſt Account of it be made co 
cerning the Primitive Parity of Biſbops and Presbyters ? |f 
he have failed, and this be a juſt Rule, let him only ſuffer 
for it. If he be of any force in the Cauſe, it ought to be, 
as he is a Vitneſs, and a Witneſs of 7 oftolical Inflitution: 
And how incompetent an one mu Ne be according to 
this Argument, living at ſo great a diſtance from the 
_ Apoſtles, and manifeſtly taking other things for Apoſtr 
Tical which were not fo? Thus I might argue with thoſ 
who reaſon after this manner againſt Ep:ſcopacy : Tho 
in truth St. Jerome s Teſtimony is for, and not againſt the 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution of it. | 


P- 160- Obj. 4. The Teftimony of the Antient Writers 
| concerning Epilcopacy cannot reaſonably be received 
becauſe Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtorians have not given us any plain, 


and certain Accounts of the firſt Plantation of Churches, o 
any true Catalogues of Biſhops ſucceding one another is 
them. But, | 

1. Tho' Euſebius be the firſt profeſſed Eccleſiaſtical Hiſte 
ian; yet he is far, in diſtance of time, from the fir} 
Writers, on whoſe Tefttmony the Canſe of Epiſcepacy h 
founded; So that what can it ſignify to allege that Er 
| ſebus, 
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jun, and his Contemporaries; or that Baronius, and Pr. 


Hammond, cannot furniſh out juſt, and full Accounts of 
the Apoſtles Proceedings; what can this ſignify, I fay, to 
that Teſtimony of the Ages preceding Euſebius, that Epiſ- 
eepacy was the Government of the Church, and of Apoftolical 
Inſtitutzon, on which we rely? 

2. Suppoſing we cannot have an exact Account of the 
firſt Settlement of particular Churches; of their Founders, 
and of the Line of Biſhops ſucceeding in them; this will 
no more prove that there were no Biſhops in them, than 
the Diſputes, and Differences about the Succeiiion, and 


C Years of reigning, of the Kings of any Country, will prove 


that there were no Kings in thoſe Countries, Nay, this 
will no more prove that there were no Biſhops in thoſe 
Churches, than that there were no Presbytcrs in them, 
For if this Argument prove any thing, it will unhappi- 
ly prove too much; viz. that no Churches of Chriſtians 
were ſetled any where: It being certainly as concluſi ve 
to ſay, Hiſtorians are obſcure, and uncertem in their Ac- 
counts of the Travels of the Apoſtles, and the Settlement 
of particular Churches; therefore there were no Churches 
ſettled by them; as it is to ſay, they are very uncertain 
in their Accounts of the Succeſſon of Biſhops in particular 
Churches, therefore there were none. But what wonder 
is it that Hiſtorians at ſome Hundred Years diſtance, 
ſhould not be able to furniſh out exact Accounts of the 
particular Circumſtances of theſe Things? Or what Ar- 
gument can this be in either of theſe Caſes, when it is ſo 
certain from other Writers before them, that there were 
Churches planted by the Apoſtles, and. Biſhops ſettled in 
theſe Churches. And if, notwithſtanding this Objection, 
we depend upon the /eft:mony of the more antient Y/riters. 
in the one Caſe , ſo likewiſe may we in the other, 

3. The Appeal ct the more antient Writers (in their 
Diſputes with Heretical Perſons) to the Doctrine of the Bi- 
Hops, whom they affirmed to have ſucceded one another 


from the Apoſiles; and chis not contradicted by their very : 


Adverſaries, but, as far as appears, acknowledged by ail 
| 14 
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in thoſe Days when the Fal/hocd of it might eaſily hate 
been detected 4 this Appeal, I ſay, tho' it do not ſupport 
the abſolute Neceſſity of an uninterrupt ed Succeſſion ; yet 
it proves that in thoſe early Days it was known and be- 
heved, without Oppoſition, or Contradiction, that there 
was ſuch a Succeſion of Biſbops up to the Apoſtles. And 
this is a very great Argument for Epiſcopacy, tho' later 
W1iters have not been able to furniſh out complete Cata- 
lognes of Biſhops. we 
9 161 4. The ſame 4uthor who alleges this Ob- Wl of 
' ſecurity of Hiſtorians againſt Epiſcopacy, faith WW ho 
that Biſhop Stillingfleet hath givon us good Reaſon to believe Ml th 
that the Apoſtles did not take the ſame Method in all Places, ¶ no 

i. e. that in ſome Churches they inſtituted Epiſcopacy, and 
in others not. The Truth of this I ſhall by and by exa- te 
mine. But in the mean while there 1s this uſe to be made ſo 
of this Conceſſion, that notwithſtanding the Obſcurity of Not 

Euſebius and others about the Succeſion of Biſhops, it is rea- 
fonable to believe that the Apoſtles inſtituted Epi ſcopac) ti 
in ſome Churches. From whence infer, that this Uncer- 
tainty concerning the Line of Biſhops, 1s no more an Ar- 
gument againſt the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy in 
all other Churches, than it is in thoſe Churches in which it 
is acknowledged to have been ſettled. Thus have I ſuf- 
fciently anſwered this Author's long Diſcourſe about the 
Uncertainty of the Tables of Succefton, and ſhewn that it 
can have no force in the preſent Debate, againſt the Apo- 
folical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy. Much leſs can it ſignify 
in this Cauſe, to expoſe the peculiar Notions of ſome mo- 
dern learned Men upan which no Streſs is laid, or to 


break Jeſts upon any Trifles which have no reference to 
the Point in hand. | 


Obj. 5. The Fathers, eſpecially after Conſtantine's Time, 
often condemned Men unjuſtly, and without reaſon; and there- 
ore their repreſenting Aerius as an Heretick, for queſtioning 
the Difference between a Biſhop and a Presbyter, ought not 
to weigh with conſidering Perſons, Now, b 
| = | 5 1. Our 
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1; Our 4ryument for Epiſcopacy is not that the Fathers 
of later Ages condemned thoſe who would level it with 
Presbytery as Heretict; but that the Fathers and Writers 
of all Ages bear Teftimony to it, as the Government al- 
ways ſettled in the Church, and ſettled: by the 4pofiles. 
Now this Teftimony cannot be weakned by any ſuch Alle- 
gation as this. | 3 10 e e 

2. The only true Reaſon for rejecting Arrius s Opinion, 
would be the Unreaſonableneſs of it, or the Contradiction 
of it to the Teftimony of thoſe who were better Judges 
how the Churches were left by the 4pofes, than he: Not 
that Epipbanius condemns him, which I acknowledge to be 
no Argument conſidered by it felF, 

3. It doth not follow thatbecauſe the later Fathers of- 
ten condemned Men unjuſtly, therefore they always did 
ſo: But the Merits of the Cauſe are to be judged of from 
other Reaſons, 72 78! Rei bug 

4. All that I build upon this Condemnation of Aerius, is 
that the Superiority of Biſhops over Presbyters, was in that 
Age univerſally acknowledged; and a Contradiction to 


it, in any ſort, a new thing, and eſteemed of very bad 


Conſequence. From whence I infer that they were not, 


in that Age, the firſt Witneſſes to the Original of Epiſco- 
| pacy ; nor did they think it a novel Conſtitution; nor could 


they eſteem it leſs, than as tranſmitted down to them for 
an Apoſtolical Inſtitution. But for the whole Proof of this 


we depend likewiſe upon the Tefimony of former Ages. 


5. This Teftmony can no more be invalidated by ſuch 
Reaſonings as this, than the univerſal Teftimony upon which 


| we receive the Books of the'New Teftament, For fit may 


be urged by ſome after the ſame manner againft that, to 
find ſome of the Fathers repreſenting the queſtioning any of 
theſe Books as Hereſy, will fignify little to ſuch as confider 
how unguſtly they of ten condemned Men as beretical. The An- 


ſwer is plain, This willſhew that ſuch Books were trand- 


mitted down to them as Apgſtolical, and the Teſtimony of 
former Ages joned to this will be of Weight, notwith- 
N Kall e eee 
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ſanding any ſuch Objection as this. And the Anſwer is the N, 
ſame in the other Caſe as in this. | | oy 
Thus have I cleared the Tefimony of the Antient CD 
Writers in the Caſe of Epiſcopacy, from the Obje@tons al. my 

leged againſt the force of it. Some of them, I grant, 

hold ſtrongly againſt a blind Submiſſion to their Autho- 
rity in Matters of Reaſoning and Judgment; and ſome of 
them againſt building much upon what may be callel 
Apoſtolical by ſingle Perſons an ongſt the later fort of then 
Let us uſe our own Underſtandings in Points in which 
we are capable of judging as well as they. Let us never 
depend on any of them in Matters of which they are not 
competent Judges. But let us not under pretenſe of 
Freedom and Impartiality, caſt off their univerſal concu-: 
rent Teſtimony about a Matter of Fact, of which they ar 
the only proper Judges, leſt we deftroy all Hiſtorical Cer 
tainty, and forfeit the Credit even of the moſt Sacred Wi 
tings now extant. £) i; +. Mi 
And this Teffimony ſtanding firm, I may now infa. 
from hence wr ar acy is of Apoflolical Inſtitution, and 
likewiſe that the l of Ordination was 2 peculiali 
Office of the Bzſhops by that Apoſtolical Inſtitution. Thi 
is but reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that as Ordination in tie 
Scripture-Times was not left to the Presbyters of Crete au 
Epbe ſus; but Timothy and Titus were ſent with Commili 
ons to perform that Offce in thoſe Churches; ſo when thi 
Churches were more univerſally ſetled, and Biſbops ſetldiW 7; 
in them, a Buſinefs of ſuch conſequence as Ordinatin 
muſt have been entruſted: to their peculiar Care; or 
leaſt foconfin'd to them as never to be perform'd without 
their Conſent, and their Hands. And this Concluſio 
- ought the rather to be allowed, beſo none of the att | 
tient Oppoſers of Ep:ſcopacy, as far as appears, denie! hy 

this. Aerius, above 200 Years after the Apoſtles, oute 

a private Reſentment, began to level Biſhops with P 
byters. This he did, not by pretending to allege ail 
authentic Teſtimonies that the Apoſtles did at their Death 
leave he Government of all Churches, and the Ordinationd 
| Ai 
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New Preſbyters in the Hands of Preſbyteries; but by argu- 
ing from ſome Paſſages in their Epiſtles, that Presbyters 
were equal to. Biſhops in the firſt Deſign of the Apoſtles ; 
which Paſſages ſhall be diſtinctly conſidered in the next 
Chapter, But we never read, I think, that he did ex- 
preſly pretend to the Right of Ordination. And St. Je- 
one, near 300Years after the Apoſtles, in the place where 
He moſt exalts Presbyters, expreſly yields that Ordination 
is not theirs, but the peculiar Office of the Biſhops. And 
for the Modern * of Epi ſcopacy, Blondel, 3 
the greateſt of them, thinks it highly reaſonable — 0 
Wo affirm, that as ſoon as ever there was a ſuper- 8 
Pninence of one over many Presbyters in the Church, (Which 
Winſelf affirms his Pyime-Presbyters to have had in the 
WDays of ſome of the Apoſtles, ) the Care of the Church, 
nd of Ordination particularly, belonged in a peculiar 
Wnanner to that one Perſon, BE Ne Kg 
But becauſe many things are {till alleged againſt the 
Hyoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopal Government, and Epiſco- 
al Ordination, I ſhall endeavour, as I propoſed, to give 
Warther Satisfaction in this matter, © 5 2299 
II. By examining thoſe Hypotheſes, and Schemes 
f learned Modern Writers which have been confronted, 
nd oppoſed to the concurrent Teſtimony of autient Writers 
ul N e of Epi ſcopacy, and the Concluſion we build upon 
wt. And, n : | 
Firſ It is ſuppoſed by ſome that the Apoſtles uſed dif- 
rent Methods in different Churches, and in ſome inſti- 
Wuted Bi/bops ſuperior to Preſbyters, in others not. And 
e Aube, L am now conſidering, ſeems ſometimes to be 
this Opinion; tho' at other times, he affirms the A- 
les to have left all Preſbyters in an equality: But the 
rreaſonableneſs of oppoling Epiſcopacy with this Con- 
cture, will appear from the following Conſiderations. 
1. From hence it appears that the Teftimonies for Epiſ< 


ho have been wholly indifferent to the Cauſe of Epiſ- 
A2  apays 


Pac) are ſo many, and fo Authentic, that learned Men 
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copacy, have thought themſelves obliged to own that the Ml *! 
Apoſtles inſtituted it in ſome Churches. . 5 nor 
2. Tho' there may, in many other Cafes, be good f. 
Reaſons given for the different Conduct, and Behaviour 0 
of the Apoſtles, as in the Caſe of the Celebration of Eafter, l 
and other Points of that indifferent Nature; yet in this 
Caſe of the Government of the Churches, when once the F. 
number of Chriſtians, and of Presbyte#s came to- be con- le 
ſiderable, no Reaſon can be thought of why their Order; t 
and 1 ſhould be different in different Places; Mt * 
And therefore it is not reaſonable to ſuppoſe it without Wt © 
plain Proof from the antient Writers © q 
3. None ofthe Antients, as far as appears, know any Wi © 
thing of this difference: But all who fpeak profefledly of th 


Epiſcopacy, ſpeak of it as of the Government univerſally Wl ** 
fetled in all Churches, where-ever there was a number af © 
Chriſtians, and Presbyters. Nay, St. Jerome, the cet 0 
Patron of Presbyters amongſt the Anticnts poſitively affiriis, Mil © 
that whenever the Inſtitution of Epi ſcopacy was, it was al , 

over the Chriſtian World at the ſame time; and that before . 


that all Churches were alike governed by PresÞyters. . 
that, as our Author not unjuſtly ſaith, with refpe& to 
Dr. Hammond's Notion of two Biſhops in one Church at 
the ſame time, that had there been any ſuch thing, it! 
impoſſible that the diſcovegy of it ſhould have been leſt 20 
to the Moderus; it 3 ſame manner be ſaid of C; 
this Conjecture, that had there been any ſuch Variety Ml © 
the Apoffles Settlement of different Churches, the difce Wo; 
very of it would not have been left to Perſons at 16 . : 


Years diſtance, but the antieat Writers muſt have take | " 
ſome Notice of ſo remarkable 2 Thing. | of 


4. The chief Patron of this Opinion is Biſhop Still} 
fleet in his Tenicmm, p. 325. &c, where he endeavours! 
ſhew that in ſmall Churches, where there was no great n 
bability of increaſe, there was at firſt only a Paſtor ſetled, vil 
Deacons, and in larger Churches a College of Presbyters 0 
govern by their joint Counſels, As to the former of the 
Poſitns; here is nothing alleged to ſhew, either br 

| the 
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theſe Paſtors had any right to ordain others; or that they 
were not under the Inſpection firſt of the Apoſtles, and 
ſuch Church Officers as Ii mot hy and Titus; and afterwards 
of fixed Biſhops. Make the moft of it, this doth not 
rove in the leaſt againſt the 8 Inſtitution of 
Fpiſcopacy where there was a number of Chr:/ians, and 
Presbyters : Which is all I defire. As to the latter, that 
learned Writer alleges nothing in the Proof of it, againſt 
the fixed Superiority of one Perſon during Life over theſe 
Presbyters, and his particular Concern in O#dinations, and 
every thing: relating to theſe Churches; and conſe- 
quently nothing to prove that theſe very Charches were 
without fixed Biſhops. I am ſure, ſome of the An- 


| thors he quotes for this purpoſe, are the moſt no- * 


ted Patron amongſt the Antients of the Epiſcopal Power, 

and only mention thefe Colleges of Prgsbyters as aſſiſti 
the Bifbop by their Counſels, in his Government of the 
Church. But, e „Nin ee 4 
5. If it be ſtill ſuppoſed that the Apoſtles inſtituted on- 
ly Presbyters for the Government of /e Churches, tho 
they might appoint Biſbops in others; how came the for- 
mer, ſo very ſoon, and without any Noiſe, or the leaſt 
Diſturbance, to be ſo little fond of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, 
as to conform to the Model of the Epiſcopal Churches, and 
not to inſiſt in the leaſt upon the Compliance of the Epiſ 
copal Churches with them? We fee in a leſſer matter, the 
Celebration of Eaſter, they preſs'd after Uniformity, but yet 
would not recede one ſtep from what each fide knew to 
have been Apoſtolical Practice in different Churches: And 
of this Quarrel we have a large Account in Hiftorians, 
Is it credible; therefore, that we ſhould heve no Account 
of this Alteration in ſo material a Point as the Government 
of the Churches; no Diſputes raiſed upon that Head: 
But a meek Compliance of the Presbyterian Churches with 
the Epiſcopal, and an Alteration of their-Churches, which 
they knew to ſtand upon the ſameFoot of 1＋ TOE In- 
Vitution with the others, fo ſilently brought about, that 
A a 3 ; the 
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the very Memory of it ſhould be wholy extinct? "But of 
this I ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak again by and by, As 
preſent I ſhallonly ſay, that either there was no {ach Al. 
teration made in the firſt Government of the Churches, 
orelſe that it muſt have been made entirely upon very 
apparent Evidence, that it was the Apoſtles Will, that at 
leaſt all larger Churches ſhould comply with the Epiſcopal 
Form of Government. | ft. We Bod 
6. If the Apoſtles inſtituted Epiſcopacy in ſome Churches 
(as this Conje@ure grants) I deſire to know whether the 
Right and Management of Ordination, were not in the 
Biſhops of thoſe Churches. Nay, can it be ſuppoſed that 
the ordinary Teachers and Preſbyters in thoſe Churches were 
_ deſigned for that Office by the Apoſtles? And not being 
deſigned for it, can it be . that there was any 
thing in the Comm ſion given to them, to empower then 
to perform it? If not, then here were Preſbyters by Apo- 
ſtolical Inſtitution without a Right of Ordination. Conſe 
quently the Arguments alleged for this Right in Preſbyteri F 
muſt fall, becauſe they prove this Right to have been n a 
hs Preſbyters of theſe Churches as ſtrongly as in at 
others. | | | F 
. Secondly, Some other Learned Men ſee ſuch manifeſt « 
Footieps in the higheſt Antiquity of the Supereminency Wil . 
of one Perſon in the Churches, that they are obliged to own 
it: But then they ſay that at firſt this was only a Prins 
Preſbyter, a Preſident in the Meetings of the Prefbters. not 
inveſted with any Authority properly ſo called over then 
in their Cu/es, but voluntarily choſen by them for the 
better management of their Aſſemblies, &c. This hach 
been ſaid by the learned Blondel, and others. But I feat 
this will be found only an Evaſion, in order to avoid hs 
acknowledging ſuch Biſhops in the very firſt Years after 
the 25 as he confeſſes to have been univerſally ſetled 
$ "Y 
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2 in leſs than Forty Years after them. For, 

I. The Infancesin Antiquity which he acknowledges to 
©, Prove this, do indeed prove a great deal more, -. The 
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agel of the Churches in the Revelations, are Perſons to 
whom the Care of thoſe.Ghurcbes was in a particular man- 
ner committed; and of whom an Account of the Mif- 
carriages and Defects in them, is in a particular manner 
"required... Theſe, he faith, were Prime-Preſoyters, not 
Biſhops e Tho it will be hard to give a Reaſon, unleſs he 
will draw an Argument from hence, that all Parts of the 
Epiſcopal Office are not here exprefly attributed to them. 
And it will be likewiſe hard to ſhew how a Prime-Pref- 


N byter, by being only choſen Preſident of the College of Pref. 
oY 2yter's for the more orderly management of their joint- 
„ Counſels, ſhould become chargeable with the Faults of 


their Churches, with which, according to this Suppoſition, 
he had nothing to do. For it is manifeſt he could be no 
more accountable for any Congregation but his own, than 
any of the other Preſbyters, had he not the Care of others 
committed. to him in ſome peculiar manner. And this 
he could not have, if he were only Prime-Preſbyter in the 
College. For as ſuch he was only reſponſible for his own 
Failings in his Duty in that Poſt : And as for other Faults, 
an Accouut of them ſhould rather have been demanded 
of thoſe Preſbyters:who were the Teachers; and Covernonrs 
of the particular Congregations. But if a Prime-Freſbyter 
were one whoſe Duty it was to inſpect and take care of 
thoſe Churches in which there were Preſbyters alſo fixed, 
as according to Blondel, he muſt have been; then it 18 
evident that this Prime-Erefoyter was in truth a Biſhop 
with Subject Presbyters under him. And ſince. _ __-. 
he * freely grants that theſe Prime-Preſbyters * Sele. 
had this Superintendency over many Churches N 33078: 
or Congregations With their Preſbyters ; and was p. 6. 
after ſuch a,manner, reſponſible for them; ana 
this by the Dien of the Apoſtles, or their Diſciples 
before the death of them all; what is this but to give 
them the Dominion of a Biſhop over their Brethren? And 
what reaſon can be given why it ſhould not be acknow- 
ledged that Epiſcopac y was ſetled in the Churches in thoſe 
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early Days? Eſpecially conſidering that this Pyime-Preſ. 
byter remained in his Office during his Life. 

2. As the. Inſtances he produced for theſe Prime-Preſ 
dyters prove very favourable to Epiſcopacy, ſo thoſe Argy- 
ments againſt the Antiquity of Biſhops which are dedy. 
cert from ſome of the antient Writers not mentioning 
Biſhops in ſome Churches as well as Presbyters and Deacons, 
Hold equally againſt theſe Prime-Presbyters, whom he ac- 
knowledgeth to have been at that time in thofe Churches 
And this Obſervation 1s of more weight, becauſe it is ac- 
knowledged that even in St. Feb»'s Days the Office of 
theſe Prime-Presbyters was of ſuch Conſideration, that an 
Account wasjuſtly required of them of the Miſcarriages 
in ſeveral Churches under them. And therefore fince 
their Eminence was ſuch, it cannot! be ſuppoſed that 
S& Clemens would any more have'paſs'd by ſuch an C ficer 
in his Letter to the Corinthians, if there had been ſuch an 
one, than a Biſhop. And if his Silence be an Argument 
againſt the being of ſuch an Officer as a Pihop , 15 like: 
wiſe will it prove that there were no ſuch Offcers as Prime- 
Presbyters, But if it be thought that he might be included 
in the general Word of Presbyters, or Biſhops, ſo likewiſe 
the Bio ſo called in a peculiar ſenſe might be, accor- 
ding to the Language of thoſe earlieſt: Days, and conſi- 
dering there was no neceſſity for a more accurate Diſtin- 
r 0; DT 

3. Ignatius s Epiſtles ſufficiently confute this Suppoſi: 
tion, leaving it beyond doubt that in his Time, within 
Ten Years after the Death of the Apoſtles, the Biſhop of a 
Church was much more than a Prime-Presbyter ; ſufficient- 
ly diſtinguiſhed from other Presbyters,and conſiderably ex- 
alted above them: And likewiſe that it was not a Fancy 
of his on, or a Novel Con ſtitut ion contrived juſt then by 
the Presbyters. And theſe Eyiſtler have been demonſtratel 
to be Genuine by ſuch Arguments as all reaſonable Perſons 
receive other Writings upon: And no one. hath-adyanced 
any thing againſt them worthy of regarlſ 
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J. Blondel thinks it but highly reafonable to one that 
the Affair of Ordination helonged to theſe Prime-Presbyters, 


at leaſt ſo far that it was not perform d (nor ouglit it td 
have been) by any of the other PresÞyters,' without their 


bearing the principal part in the Solemnity. And Biſbops 


in all Ages being at leaſt Prime Pregbyters,' there can 


no Argument drawn from the intrin f © Right in Presbyters, 
in favour of their ſeparate Ordinatibns in later Ages, any 
more than might have been in thoſe early Ages. Bu 

they muſt be defended from other Topics,” © © 2 
hirdly, Some learned Men amongęſt the Modern; d 
in oppoſition to the Teftimontes of the 'Antients on WII 

the Ayoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy relies, that the d. 


— 


byters ; but that they did all after their Deaths volun- 
tarily Conſent and Agree to alter this Form of Gavern- 
ment, and to eſtabliſh fed Biſhops for the Gqvernmenę 
of the Churches, 3 Presbyters belonging ta. them- 
Nay, fome Men of great Reading have attempted to con- 
jecture about what Time this great Change was made, r. 
about Forty Years after the Death of the Apoſtles. A. 

this ſometimes ſeems to be the Opinion of the Author F. 
am now particularly eonſidering. But I deſire the fo 


lowing particulars may be duly weighed”, OED 
1. It may reaſonably he expected that for the Proof of 
a Change ſo great, and fo univerſal, ſme. plain and evi- 
dent Teſtimonies of antient Vyiters Who lived at the yer 
time when this Change is ſuppoſed to be made, hold Be 


produced: And that we ſhould not in fo notorious 4 
Matter of Fact, be put off either with mere Conjectures 
drawn by Modern Authors from obſcure Paſſages of ſome 
of the Antients; or with the Affirmation of thoſe whowere 
not capable of being Y itreſesin this Point à or with ſuch 
Reaſoning as cannot prove the Matter here affirmed.” It 
15 incredible that fo great and remarkable a Change ſhoul: 
be brought about withaut being known to the Perſons of 
that Age in which it was made: And it is as incredible 
tat none of them ſhould ever expreſly give any 2 
0 
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of ſuch a Matter of Fact. I appeal to the Perſons then. 
ſelves, who in theſe modern _ Times ſpeak as confident) 
of. this Change, as if they themſelves pad been-concerne{ 
in the making of it, whether they can inſtance in any one 
Jo material and notorious Matter of Fact as this, relatin 
to the State of the Primitive Church,which they themſelves 
believe withont the Tefimony, I ſay, the plain and expreſ 
Teſtimony of good and competent Mitneſſes. It is 2 
Change in the Church as conſiderable, according to them. 
ſelves, as a Change in à State from a mere Republic toa i 
nix d Monarchy, And is it propable in the leaſt degree, 
that ſuch aMatter.ſhould pafs without the expreſs Notice if 
of any Vriters in the Age in which it eame to paſs, tho 
they muſt neceſſarily be ſuppoſed to be concerned to ju 
ſtify it to the World, and to ſet forth the great Reaſons 
of ſuch an Alteration? Is it probable that no /73ter c Nc 
the following Age ſhould fix the Time, or give an exprel Ml = 
Account of it? Is it probable that the Eccleſiaſtical His Mt # 
ans afterwards, whole profeſſed; Buſineſs it was to relate b 
ſuch Matters of Fact, and who do actually give very s. 
prolix Accounts of much ſmaller Affairs, ſhould give m fi 
Account, and take no notice of ſo remarkable a thing, I 
as a Change, which if it had been, muſt certainly have r. 
allarmed the whole Chriſtian World? Again, it is a Change, 
according to this Hypotheſis, of an Apoſtolical Inſtitutin 
concerning the Government of the Church, a thing which 
in the ſmalleſt. Points raiſed the greateſt Jealouſies and 
Combuſtions amongſt the Fimitive Chriſtians . And is it 
oſſible that it ſhould ſilently paſs, and without any 
3 45 bearing Witneſs againſt it? It is a Change which 
the adverſe Party moſt certainly would for ever have ob- 
jected to the Orthodox, in all their Diſputes, and by ob- 
jecting it might have hoped to have drawn more People 
to their Side than by any one thing imaginable, - And is 
it probable, in the loweſt Degree of Probability, that 
duch a Change of the Apoſtles Inſtitution ſhould not once 
be found to be objected by any Heretick, or any Perſon 
whatſoever, againſt the Ortbodox £ Let thoſe benen 
e „ n e be 
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us, who are willing to believe every thing which ſeem 
to make for their own Canſe : As for all others, T.thinl 
they cannot avoid argning after the following manner, 
A Change of an Apoftolical Inſtitution, relating to the Go- 
vernment of the Church, is a Matter of Fact very remar- 
kable, of great Importance, ſuch an one as muſt have 
been known and very much ſpoken of by the Primitive 
church; as muſt have been objected againſt the Orthodox 
by all their Adverſaries z and as mult have been particur 
larly recorded and accounted for, by the Writers of. the 
Age in which it was made, and by the profeſſed Hiftori- 
ans of following Ages: But we find no Teſtimony of any 
ſuch Change made after the Apoſtles Days; no Notice of 
any Conteſt and Diſturbance in the Church on any ſuch Ac- 
count, tho' we do upon much leſs; and no. Objection 


concerning any ſuch Change, alleged by any of the Pri- 
u WY mitive Voiters againſt their Adverſaries, or by any of the 
- WY ff Hereticks againſt the Orthodox. And therefore cannot 
te but conclude, that there was no ſuch Change made in-the , 
State of the Church; not being able to think that fo con- 
no WY fiderable a Matter of Fact would have been left to the 
„ WI Diſcovery of the Moderns, or that the Belief of it can be 
ve WT rationally built upon their ConmpeFures, ö 
pe, 2, There being no expreſs Teftimony of competent Witneſ- | 
es in any Age of the Church, concerning ſuch a Change 
chmade after the Days of the Apoſtles, it may with Securi- 
nl BY ty be argued, from the Improbability of the thing it ſelf, 
it i that there could be none. Let any one but conſider the 
17 Wa Kegards of the f Chrz/7ans towards Things of the ſmal- 
> leſt Importance, which they imagined to be of Apaffolical 


- /fitution; that they proceeded fo far as to excommuni» 
b- BY <ate one another for the ſake of a ſuppoſed Neglect in ſo 
le inſiguificant a Matter as the Time for the Obſernation of 
Fe,: Nay, that they were ready to die rather than vo- 
at I luntarily, and deſignedly to depart from any thing Apo- 
ce olical; and then jud ge whether any Conſide rations could 
on induce either Preſbytez's, or People; to carry forward, and 
a cquieſce in, ſuch a material Alteration; or ever to be- 
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| Yieve that the Form of Government, in which the Ape 


left the Churches, was not as good, and as capable of pre 
venting all Things evil amongft Chriſtians, as any other 
that could poſſibly be thought of by any in after- Age, 
T grant that many Matters of ſmall Importance, which 
might Naa Apoſtalical Cuſtom, or Preſcription, might be 
dropp and diſus' d by Degrees in af er-Ages: But that 
the almoſt immediate Succeſſors of the Apoſtles ſhould pro- 
feſſedly meet to alter what they knew to be the Inflitutiny 


of the Apoſ les, in ſuch a Matter 2s the Government of the 


Chuch, 1s incredible. Again, let any one conſider the 
Account and Reaſons of this Change given by St. Ferome 
the Brſt Author who undertakes to give any Reaſon tor it 
and then judge whether this Change could be made at the 
Time fixed by thoſe who argue upon his Authority, in fa 
vou of Presbyterian Government in the Church or at any 


5 0 Aer the Apoſtles. St, Jerome ſaith, as a Reaſon and 


Ground of this Change, that the Laity had multiplied Di 
viſions amongſt themſelves, by calling themſelves the 
Diſciples of particular Presbyters (to be ee thoſe. who 
7 them) rather than of Chriſt; and that the Pres 
yeers were ſo fond of this, that every one of them eſteem: 
ed thoſe Perſons whom they had baptized to be their own 
Dis es, in ſuch Senſe to be ſure as to make too. hittk 
EE of their common Maſter 3 And that upon 
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is Occafinn it was decreed all over the Chriſtian World, 
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C Yong te aforeſaid Evils which is as much as to {ay 

that the.Presbytercwerc univerſally grown extremely fond 

BETTING Diſcaples to themſelves rather than to (.hrif; 
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erfa N this great Alte ation, for the reme: 
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Who 9. haptized them; that the Freibyters whilſt the) 
wers thus fend of raiſing their own Names, met together 
ama t | in 


That Zpiſcopa:y ſhould be brought into the Churches, The 
nelufon drawn from this by the Modern, is, That 
ty Years after the Apaſtles, the Presbyters of all 
ex conſented together in the fixing of ſingle Perſons | 
Superiority over themſelves; and that the Laity uni 


atty of calling themſelves by the Names of thaſt} 
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in order to remedy this which they themſe lves were fond 
of, and did unanimoufly agree upon a Method to remedy 
it; and that the Laity, whilſt they were thus addicted to 
particular Presbyters, did quietly, and without any Op- 
poſition, acquieſce in what was prefcribed for the reme- 
dying an Evil which they did not deſire ſhould be reme- 
died. A Matter too abſurd, one would think, to be be- 
lieved by any, who know any thing of Humane Nature. 
I grant that a Majority of Presbyters might agree to recti- 
fy the Miſcarriages,and to put an End to the Projects, ofa 
ſmaller Number: But this Suppoſition is not agreeable to 
the forementioned Account of this Matter, which makes 
the Argument univerſal. And then again it is to be con- 
ſidered that this leſſer Number cannot be ſuppoſed to hays 
quietly, and without Reluctance, acquieſced in a Deter 
mination, of thoſe who had no proper Authority over 
them, by which they were not only prevented from pro- 
ſecuting their own Deſigns, but alſo (according to mo- 
dern Authors) reſtrained from the Exerciſe of Power, in 
the Poſſeſlion of which/{according to the preſent pot be. 
fs) they were left by the Apoſtles themfelves; nay; to the 
careful and conſcientious Exerciſe of which they ave at11 
mated, and chmmandel to attend in the Apoſtolical Wxi- 
tings.” So likewiſe it may be ſuppoſed, that ſome of the 
beſt of the Laity might acquieſce in a Determination * 
which the dividing Tempers of others might be reſtrain 
and curbed: But it is not ſappoſable that theſe others 
ſhould; without the leaſt Oppoſition, agree to the putting 
a Stop to what themſelves were fond of, Eſpecially when 
there lay before their Eyes ſo viſible a Plea againſt the 
Method by whick this was to be done, viz: that it was a 
Deviation from the Inftitution of the Apoſtlès: A Plea 
ſufficient to have daſhed the moſt uſeful Determinations 
at that time, and the rather becauſe the Truth of it could 
not be denied. Never was any thing known in Hor) 
like this, that ſuch a Change ſhould be made by Men a- 
gainſt their own Deſigns: or acquieſced in by Multitudes 
both of Presbyters and Laics without making one Oljecłi- 


on, 
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on, When the faireſt and moſt unanſwerable Plea in the 
World lay againſt it. Never, I ſay, was any Matter g 
Fact parallel to this known in Hiffory, unleſs it be that 
there are many Perſons of later Ages, who can greedily 
believe ſuch an improbable Conjecture as certain Truth, 
without one competent expreſs Teſtimony to ſupport it, 
Let us put any of theſe Perſons themſelves into the Place i 
of the Primitive Preſbyters, governing the Churches by ther i 
common Counſels; knowing that they were left in this i 
Office, and directed how to perform it by the Apoſtle 
themſelves ; affecting to have Diſciples called by their 
own Name: And we may make themſelves Judges whe- | 
ther they would vohintarily, and profeſſedly have met 
together with a Deſign of remedying their own Vanity; 
whether they would have done this by diveſting them- 
ſelves of the Exerciſe of Powers to which they had been 
called by the 4poſtles themſelves, or their Diſciples: Nay, 
whether if they had been out-voted in this Matter, they 
would have ſilently yielded, without ſo much as alleging 
for themſelves the juſt Plea they would have had againſt th 
ſuch an Alteration, or making the leaſt Oppoſition upon th 
this Account. Add to this the Improbability that the Ni 
ſucceeding Preſbyters ſhould agree to remedy an Evil h 
which TI ſhall ſhew by and by to have been in the Apoſtle: t 
Days; and this by a Method which (according to this 
Hypotheſis) the Apoſtles refuſed t6 preſcribe for this End, Wl © 
and by Alteration of that particular Method which they b 
left, without doubt, as the beſt and propereſt they could ( 
think of for the remedying this Evil, as well as others, . 

0 

0 

( 


Apoſtlet, and the Chriſtian People ſhould ſo ſoon, delign- 
ecly, univerſally, and without any Reluctance, depart 
= | from 
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from what they knew to be an Apoffolical Tyſtitution, is 
xtreme ſtrange; that they ſhould do this in order to 
remedy an Evil which the Apaſtles knew to be in their 
wn Days, and thought not proper to remedy in this 
ethod; that the Preſbyters by doing this, ſnould volun- 
tarily and univerſally agree to reſtrain themſelves from 
the Exerciſe of that Power, and Authority, to which the 
W Apes themſelves declare them to be called, and ordain- 
Ned; theſe are Suppoſitions ſtill ſtranger : But that this 
Worcat Alteration ſhould be contrived and effected, and 
W univerſally ſubmitted: to, by the very Perſons whoſe De- 
Wizns, and Humours, and vain Affectation it was ordain- 
ed to remedy, and put a Stop to, is the ' ſtrangeſt, and 
moſt unaccountable thing imaginable. And yet all theſe 
Suppoſitions muſt be admitted as true, and certain, if the 
Opinion J am now conſidering be admitted. But theſe 
Suppoſitions are abſurd, and impoſſible. Therefore, ſo is 
the Opinion founded upon them. le 
The only Reply given by a late Author to 24 7055 
the Argument drawn from the Improbability Defenſe f Me- 
that the antient Church ſnould ſo generally 77 47 N 
have fallen in with Epzſcopacy, if it had not 5 . e 
had its Riſe from the Apoſtles, is this, that F 2 
this Notion being once ſtarted, the Fathers may be 7. ſup” 
poſed to have taken it from one another as they did the Chili 
aftical Opinion. 1 have before ſhewn the great Difference 
between their Teſtimonies, as to Matter of Fact, and their 
Opinions founded in great part upon their.own Reaſon- 
ings, and ſo refer the Reader to what hath been before ſaid. 
I hall now add, 1. That ſuppoſing the Fathers ready to 
deliver any Point down as Apoftolical, this gives no Ac- 
count how it may be ſuppoſed that the whole Body af 
Chriſtians, all over the World, ſhould ſo ſoon fall in with 
Epiſcopacy, which was the Matter here undertaken tobe 
accounted for. 2. The Agreement of ſome of the Fatbers 
about the Chiliaftical Opinion, ſhews only how fond the: 
were of any thang they had any reaſon to think Apoſtalt 
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cal, tlio mixed with their on Reaſoning z and fo is 1 il 1;; 
Argument in favour of the Apoftalical Inſtitution of Epi 
copacy. For if there were ſuch a Senſe in the antien 
Church, concerning any thing they thought Apoſtolic, 4; 
let us conſider that according to this Author, the who 7 
Chriſtian Church could not but knew that the Apoſtles i. + 
ſtituted the Pyesbyterian Form of Goverument, and then 5 
dee if this can give us any Account of their Eafineſs ue 
forſake what they all knew to be Apoſtolical. Had they f 
known the Doctrine contrary to the Millenmal Notian u +: 
have been Apoſtolical; and univerſally departed from i n 
whilſt they knew this, ſomething. might be urged fron $ 
5 Hence. But at preſent here is no Parallel, For ſupp» Wl b 
4 Jing them to be eaſy to admit a Doctyine of no great Mol 
1 ment as Apoffolical (upon ſome Teſtimony) the contre 
fy to which they could not directly prove; this will not 
Mew that they were eaſy to admit a Change in that G- 
vernment which they knew to be Apoftolical, but rather thei 
x contrary, that they would with the greateſt Zeal have 
1 adhered to it. 3. How unworthy is it in this Author to 
x talk of Deſigns of gaining and | arr a Grandeir, 
4x when according to our Brethren themſelves, Epi ſcopaq 
was fixed in as great an Heighth as can be reaſonably} 
wiſhed, at a time when all the Grandeur of a Biſpop wa 
1 to be fis ft in Labonrs, and firf in Martyrdom? I find anf] 
5 Contradictions can be urged rather than ſome Truths ad 
1 mitted. But to return. e 794 
a 3. Add to this, that there are particular, and expreſ 
Teſfimonies to the contrary ; not only of St. Jerome him: 
Jelf, on whom it is unjuſtly founded, who traces up Bf 
aps, in the Senſe in which the Word was uſed in his own 
Days; to the Times of the Apoſtles themſelves; not only 
of profeſſed Church Hiſtorians, who all agree in the in- 
mediate Succeſſion of Biſbops to the Apoſtles themſelves in 
the Goverument of the Church; but of Writers in that very 
intermediate Space, in which this Parity of Presbyters u 
àſſerted to have been in the Church. I ſhall mention but 
Two; but thoſe ſuch as may juſtly be ſtiled * # 
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able. The ff is of St. John, the laſt of - the Apaſtles, 
Fa whoſe latter Days we may? well imagine the Affairs 
of the Church began to be in ſuch Hands as the Apoſtles 
a a were moſt willing they ſhould continue in after their 
de Dcaths. The Angels of the Churches to whom he writes in 
i. the' Revelations, are allowed by Blondel himſelf (the chief 
en Pꝛtron of the Opinion now before us) to have been parti- 
i clear Perſons to whom the Care of the Cburcbes was in 
ej ſuch peculiar Senſe committed, that they were accoun- 
table for the Defects in their Churches. Hat theſe could 
i not be particular Presbyters, without any others in any 
on WF Senfe inferior to them, he likewiſe allows; I ſuppoſe 
p becauſe it is a great Abſurdity to ſuppoſeibut one Pres 
l-BR byter in each of thoſe Churches there ſpoken'of, And that 
they could not be merely prime Presbyters (as he would 
10 willingly make them) is as evident, becauſe it could not 
be the Part of a prime Prechyter (according t6-himſelf) to 
the be accountable for the Faults of thoſe Flock over which 
weg other Presbyters were appointed. It femains, therefore, 
u that they were in Reality, tho' not in Name; Piſbo s, with. 
ur, By Presbyters ſubject to them; and conſequently that the 
a Churches were not univerſally govern d by Freshyters 
bly BY without Biſhops, before the Year of our Lord*140 ; and 
va BY conſequently that the Eftabliſhment of Biſhops was not 
im made at that time, but before the Death of all the Apo- 
al BN les, as Mr. Baxter thought himſelf obliged to acknow- 

ledge, with reſpect to ſome Churches. The other Teftim 

mean to allege is that of Ignatius (not Ten Years after 
the Death of the Apoſtles) who in many places of his Epi. 
les, makes as manifeſt a Diſtinction between Biſops and 
3 as hath been uſual in the Ages after him; and 
carries the Epiſcopal Dignity. to a very great Heigth. 
Now — ds beak Ter highly of pi N | 1 ; 


s 1 ops, who in thofe Days were the chief Sup- Defenſe of Mov 
ey vorts and Ornaments of the Chrifian Canſe, 22 Px 
3 1 | 3 „ f 


as well as Governors in the Church, a late p 252, 
Author is pleaſed to drop Inſinuations ??: 
aut the Genuineneſs of theſe Epiſtles without alleging 
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any ſingle Conſideration againſt what hath been written 
by Biſhop Pearſon in that Cauſe, ſo entirely to the Satis- 
faction of impartial Judges: which ſurely I may venture 
to ſay is a Proceeding not very worthy of one concerned 
for Truth. Or if they be genuine, he doth, in effect, pay 
the Writer of them the civil Eomplement of being out of 
vis Vits, or a Blaſphemer, tho' no one had more Ho- 
nours given him by the Frimitive Church than this Martyr, 
I ſay, he pays him this Complement, unleſs his Way, or 
ſome other like it, be taken to ſoften ſome of his Expreſ- 
ons. The Way he propoſeth is this, That Ignatius might 
perhaps magnify. the Power of a Eiſbop above that of a Pre: 
byter as Divine, in Oppoſition to. thoſe who might perbaps re. 
preſent any. ſuch Difference in Degree, fix d by Humane Fri. 
dence to promate Peace and Order, as _—_ ul. That is, 
That Ignatius magnified the Power of a Biſhop as Divine, 
which he knew to be an Infitution merely Humane; that 
he magnified it to this degree many Years before it was 
heard of in the Gurch, unleſs this Author will recede 
from the Opinion of Blondel, and bring up the Decree 
for the Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy to the very Borders of 
the Apaſtolical Age; and that he did this in Oppoſition 
to a ſort of Men who never were heard of in the Chriſtian 
Church till theſe laſt Years, either amongſt the Hereticks, 
or Orthodox, Behold to what unaccountable Suppoſitions 
Prejudice and Reſolution will carry Men: Whereas I de- 
fire to infer nothing from thefe Epiſtles but this, that 
Ignatius knew it to be agreeable to the Mind of the Apo 
fles that there ſhould be Biſbops ſuperior to Preſbyters; 
that this was no new, or ſtrange thing even in his Days; 
and that therefore the ſettled Government of the Church 


was Epiſcopal long before the Time fix d by Blondel, and | 


Not firſt introduced by the Conſent of the Preſbyters ol 
that Age, or indeed of any other. This, I contels, I can- 
not but think a Demonſtration againſt the Hypotheſis cf 

that Learned Man : And it ought to have great Weight, 
beaauſe there is nothing throughout his long, and very 
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obſcure Apology of any force to invalidate this ſingle Te. 
ſtimony ageinſt him. eee INIT 
4. Laſt of all, Becauſe I have here alleged againſt the 
Opinion J am now conſidering, that there is no expreſs Te- 
ſimony of any competent Witnzſs to — it, which in all 
reaſon may be expected in the Caſe of an important, and 
very remarkable Matter of Fa@; it is but juſt that I ſhould 
conſider thoſe antient Authors, whom the Patrons of this 
Opinion profeſs to follow in it; and impartially examine 
the Paſſages cited out of them, that ſo it may be ſeen how 
well they can bear that Concluſion which is built upon 
them, or how effectually they prove 2gainſt the Apo- 
folical Inſtitution of Epiſropacy. bigs N 
I. The firft who is n as expreſly oppoſing the 
Superiority of Biſhops over Presbyters is Aerius. This he 
was led to do out of private Reſentmefit. But of how 
little Account he ottght tobe in the Cafe before us will 
appear from the few following Confiderations : that he 
lived near Two Hundred Years after this Alteration in 
the State of the Church is pretended to have been made; 
that he pretends not to atteſt any ſuch Matter of Fact; 
to produce Witneſſes for it, or to ſettle the Time hen it 
was made; that he affirms not there was ever any Time, 
after the Apoſtles, in which there was not ſuch a Superi- 
ority; that all he pretends to is to reaſon from ſome Ex- 
preſſions uſed by the Apoſtles, that their firſt Deſign was 
to make no fuch difference in Eccleſiaſtical Officers, which 
Reaſonings ſhall be examined in their due place; and 
that he doth not ſo much as affirm that they themſelves 
did not afterwards find Occaſion to alter their firſt De- 
ſign; that his Opinion was condemned, and accounted 
extremely ſtrange, and wholly new, and himfelf had no 
Followers; and laft of all, that amongſt all his Pretenſes, 
and Reaſonings, in favour of Preſbyters,] he doth not lay 
Claim to the Right of Ordination; and that in the midſt 
of all his Reſentments he did not attempt to exerciſe that 
Right, which ought to be of great force in the Cauſe L am 
now particularly concerſd in. Let any one, therefore, 
| B b 2 judge 
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judge from all this, whether any thing of Moment can 
be alleged from Aerius, as an authentick N in fa- 
vour of this great Alteration in the Church ſo much con- 


” 


| tended for by the modern Adverſaries of Epiſcopacy ; or 


in contradiction to the concurrent Teftimony of - antzent 
Writers concerning, the Right of Biſbops to govern, and 
or dain, - | 2 PEEL STS 54 +4 
II. The chief Patron, amongft the Antients, of this ſup- 
poſed Alteration in the Church, on whom the Modern. 


| build much, is St. Jerome, with whom thoſe few other 


antient Writers, who ſpeak any thing after the ſame man- 
ner, muſt ſtand, or fall. Let us, therefore, ſee of what 


Weight the Paſſages alleged from this Fatber are in the 


n= Dobatl fac ne nec rh 

„IJ. We muſt call to mind that the Alteration we are now 
aking of is a remarkable Matter of Fact, to which we 
may juſtly require the Teſtimony of competent Witnel- 


- ſes, concerning the Time and Manner of doing it. Now 


St. Jerome was not ſo much as born till Two Hundred 
Years after this Change is pretended to be made: So that 
what might be expected from him is that he ſhould not 


only affirm this; (which ſignifieth nothing, becauſe of 
himſelf he can be ne ſufficient Witneſs to it;) but that 
he ſhould allege the expreſs Teſtimony of thoſe. who 
were Witneſſes to it. This he doth not attempt to do: 
and therefore cannot be a Witneſs to the Matter of Fact, 
but only (if the moſt be granted) one of the fame Opini- 


on with the modern Aut hors I am now confſidering.: 
II. It being only the Opinion and Judgment of St. Je- 
ome, which can be drawn from the Paſſages alleged out 
of him; and this manifeſtly founded upon his own Rea- 
fonings from ſome Paſlazes in the Writings of the Apo- 
les, it is not agreeable to the Principles of thoſe who 
follow him in it, that we ſhould receive it merely on his 


Authority, but that we ſhould ſtrictly examine the Rea- 


ſons on which he founds it; which ſhall be done in the 
next Chapter, when I come to conſider the Fleas in favour 
of the Rights of Presbyters urged from the New Teſtament. 
28 — 2 ".. 
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gut in the mean while that we may ſee how far this 
Father patronizes the Opinion of thoſe Moderns who af- 
firm an Alteration to have been made in the equality of 
all P esbyters about Forty Years after the Death of the 
Apoſtles, and pretend to be his Followers in this, it is fit 
we ſhould examine as carefully as poſſible what the Judg- - 
ment of this Father was, by carefully conſidering what 
it is he affirms, and by what Arguments he attempts to 
prove the Truth of what he maintains. | 2 

He doth indeed deliver it as his Judgment, that ac- 
cording to the original Deſign of the Apoſtles the Churches 
were once govern d by the common Councils of Pres” ters, 
and that there was afterwards, upon a guſt Occaſion, an 
Alteration made in this, and another fort of Govern- 
ment ſettled in all Churches. But to thoſe very Presby- 
ters, to whoſe Government the Churches were once l, 
he never aſcribes the power of Ordaining others, but de- 
nies it to all Presbyters. And again, he neither affirms 
nor implies it to be his Opinion, that this Alteration was 
made after the Death of the Apoſtles, or that it was made 
by the Presbyters themſelves met in Conſultation. So 
that theſe things are entirely new, and manifeſt Addi- 
tions to what St. Jerome ſays, nor to bededuc'd by any 
Rules of reaſoning from his Words. How then can the 
Modern Pat; ons of Presbyters father this their beſt, and 
moſt eſteem d Scheme upon an Author in whom no ſuch 
things are to be found. On the contrary, that St. Ferome 
either had no ſettled and determined Judgment in this 
matter, or meanit to ſignify that the Alteration he ſpeaks 
of was mage in the Days of the Apoſtles themſelves, and 
by their Authority, or with their Approbation, is to me 
manifeſt from the following Obſervations, which Ideſire 
may be regarde . „ 

1. I haveotſery'd already that he doth not ſay this 
Alteration was made by the Presbyters after the Death of 
the Apoſtles, and the Settlement of the Churches according 
to their Minds. This ought to have its weight, becauſe 
1t would have been very _ to the purpoſe he had then 
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in view: And that it is incredible that he ſhould have 
been of this Opinion, and not have alleged it when he 
Was pleading for an original Equality of Biſhops and _ 
yters, I appeal to his Followers, who never have thought 
it ſufficient to that purpoſe to affirm ſuch an Alteration 
to have been made, without affirming it likewiſe to have 
been male by Men after the Apoſtles Deaths. His Deſign 
manifeſtly was to ſay all that he thought true againſt 
the diſtinction between Biſhops and Presbyters And it is 
often obſerv'd, (and eſpecially by the laſt Advocate for 
the Rights of Presbyters) how eaſy the Fathers found it to 
run things to an extremity in any Cauſe they under- 
took. And yet St. Jerome in all his Zeal againſt this 
Diſtindion ſaith only that there was a Time when this 
Diſtinction was not in being: But never intimates that it 
vas not made and ſetled in the Days of the Apoſtles them. 
ſelves; or that the Presbyters of After- ages alter d the De- 
lign of the Apoſtles after their Deaths; Which ſingle 


Thing, if he could have ſaid with any Truth, muſt have 
done his Cauſe more ſervice than all he hath alleged; and 
therefore, I conclude, he would certainly have ſaid it, 
and endeavoured to prove it, if he had thought it true. 
But that he did not think this true, but rather that the 
Apoſtles themſelves made the Alterations he ſpeaks of, I 
have not only this Negative, but other poſitive Arguments 
to urge. | 

21. I argue from his alleging only ſome Expreſſions in 
the Writings of the Apoſtles and not any Words, or Te- 
ſtimonies of any Writer after them. For ſuppoſing his 
Reaſonings from theſe Expreſſions juſt (which indeed 
they are not) they will not prove that the Alteration ſpo- 
ken of was not made by the 4poftles themſelves after the 
time in which they wrote the Paſſages cited by him: Nor 
will his alleging them ſhew that it was his Deſign to prove 
this. And again, if his Deſign had been to prove that 
this Alteration was made ſome time after the Death of 
Nee bis Buſineſs muſt byve been to new, not only 
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that there was a time during the Lives of the Apoſtles, but 
alſo that there was an intermediate Space in which there 
was no diſtinction between Biſhops and Presbyters : And 
this from Paſſages of ſome Writers, or Records of ſome 
Churches, in that intermediate Space. But this he doth 
not ſo much as attempt to do: And from hence I con- 
clude that it was not his Deſign to affirm, or intimate 
any ſuch thing. | ry 
3. I argue from his reckoning up Biſhops in the Church 
of Alexandria to the time of the Apoſtles themſelves, who, 
after they were choſen by the Nesbyters, muſt have been, 
according to himſelf, Biſbops in the ſenſe in which that 
Word was us'd in his own Days. Theſe Biſbops muſt ac- 
cording to St. Jerome have been the Governors of the 
Church, ard of the Presbyters themſelves: For He makes 
all the Care and Solicitude concerning Eccleſiaſtical Affairs 
to he devolv'd upon them 9s ſoon as they were conſtitu- 
ted. They muſt be the Ordainers of other Presbyters, 
even according to Blondel himſelf, unleſs he deny to 
them what he grants to his Prime-Presbyters in each 
Church, So that here are Biſhops with diſtinct Powers, 
after their Election, from thoſe of their Ele&ors (as diſtinct 
as the Poxvers of a General from thoſe of the Army which 
chuſes him, which is one of the Similitudes by which he 
illuſtrates this matter ;) immediately ſucceeding St. Mark 
in the Church cf Alexandria: And conſequently the like 
in other Churches, according to St. Jerome, who makes 
all Churches uniform, and the reception of Epiſcopacy, 
whenever it was received, to be univerſal at the ſame time. 
From whence 1 argue, that the Alteration . ſpoken of by 
him from Presbyterian to Epiſcopal Government was thought 
by him to have been made before the Death of the Apo- 
les. For the Alteration he ſpeaks of is the chuſing one 
out of the Presbyters to be ſet over them, inſtead of. re- 
meining in their original Equality, This is the Altera- 
tion, J ſay, he ſpeaks of; and this He affirms to have been 
an the Church of Alexandria without any interruption, 
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from St. Mark's Days, in whoſe Place theſe Biſbops are 
without doubt, ſpoken of by St. Ferome, as ſucceeding na 
much more eminent ſenſe than the Body of the Presbyter, 
For all he here ſaith in favour of theſe Presbyters is that 
they choſe theſe Biſbops: But after that Choice he mani 
feſtly makes as great a Diſtinction between theſe. Biſhop, 
and the Electort, the Prezbyters,,as was between the Biſhops, 
and Presbyters of his own Age. So that it is manifeſt that 
St. Jerome was of Opinion, that there were Biſhops, in the 
eminent ſenſe of the Word, in the Church of Alexandria 
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;rity of his Offce, and his Right to grant all Commiſfons 
under himſelf, after ſuch Choice. 
4. Targue from the Abſurdity, which I would not ſup- : 
poſe him to maintain, ſince he doth not ſay any thin 
like it. that the Presbyters ſhould immediately alter th 
Apoſtolical Settlement of their Churches, and voluntarily, 
and unanimouſly agree to reform the Abuſes, themſelves 
were fond of, and to reſtrain the Exerciſe of thoſe Nights, 
in which they knew the Apoſtles had left them. But e 
this, and the like Abſurdities in that Hypotheſis which 
ſome would willingly fix upon St. Jerome, I have before 
e VVↄqSyß 
5. Jargue from the Expre ſſion St. Ferome uſeth in the 
Account he gives of the Settlement of Epi ſcopacy in the 
Ourcb, viz. Toto orbs decretum: Which are not Words of 
voluntary Compact, and Confent, amongſt Presbyters who 
were to he" reſtrained, and whoſe Abuſes were to be re- 
form'd by this Decree. And there being, according to the 
Ipreſent Ehpothe ſ, no Authority before this Decree, ſupe- 
Y rior to Pregbyters, unleſs that of the Ap aſtles thenfelves, 
or ſome particular extraordinary Chiych-Offcers appoint 
by the Apoſtles; this Decree tor the Efabliſßment ot and 
© copacy muſt be underſtood by St. Ferome to have been 
the Age of the Apoſtles themſelvees. 
6. Tergue from the ſame St. Ferome's affirming James 
to have been made Biſhop of Feruſalem by the Apoſtles, 
Timothy of Epheſus, Titus of Crete, Polycarp of Smyrna. 
his is ſufficient to prove that he himſelf thought that, 
whatever the original Deſign ot the Apoſtles was with re- 
ſpect to the Powers of Presbyters, an End was put to-it by 
tne Apoffles themſelves, who did in theſe ſeveral Churches 
not only themſelves govern, but appointed others to go- 
rern, and to Ordain. For what room, I pray, is here 
for the Joint-counſels'of Presbyters, conſider d by them- 
ſelves, when once theſe Perſons were appointed to a ſu- 
perior Office in theſe ſeveral Churches? If any ſay 'that 
theſes were only Itinerant Extraordinery 1 | 
not deſignꝰd to con tinue iu the Church, on the other hand, 
: WH ; : . 125 1 
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I defire to know how they can prove that the Apoſl 
deſign'd thoſe for the governing of the Churches, and the 
ordaining of other Presbyters, whom themſelves imme. 
diately reſtrain d from theſe Offices. But that is not the 
Point here. St. Jerome s Opinion is what we are non 
enquiring after: And it is manifeſt He ſpeaks of them x 
of Biſhops in the eminent ſenſe of the Word, and conſe 
quently that his Judgment was that the Apoftles then 
ſelves made the Decree concerning Epiſcopacy which he 
ſpeaks of. | 

J. I argue from thoſe Marks he gives of that time in 
which he affirms the Alteration he ſpeaks of to have bee 
made. That the Laity began to forget their great Maſter 
Chriſt, and one to ſay, I am of Paul; another, I am of 
Apollos ; another, Tam af Cephas : And that the Pre 
byters began to claim thoſe whom they baptized, as thei 
own Diſciples : Theſe two things he ſaith were the occ 
Fion of the Alteration he ſpeaks of. Now theſe two Marks, 
we know, do agree exactly to the time of the Apoſile, 
from St. Paul's firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, in the firl 
Chapter of which he laments the Diſſenſions of the Laity, 
v. 12. and likewiſe intimates the other Humour to have 
been too much amongſt thoſe who baptized the Lait), . 
14, 15. in which he thanks God he baptized but one Fs 
mily amongſt them, leſt any ſhould tax him with that 


fooliſh Vanity of endeavouring to obtain many Diſc-W 


ples, as it were to himſelf, by baptizing. Indeed it i 


not neceflary to —_— that St. Ferome thought, that im- t 
5 5 of . Corint) if 
this Alteration was made, but rather when it appear 


mediately upon this Diſorder in the Churc 


that this Humour was not fo check'd by St. Panl's Ex 
Hortat ions, but that it crept into other Churches likewile. 
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we have no ſuch Marks belonging peculiarly to the Af 


What 1 would ſay therefore is this, that we are aſſure ] 
that theſe Marks agree to the Age cf the Apoſtles ; and 
that it is extremely probable that they would not leave 
it to ſucceeding Fresbyters to provide Remedies for the 
Evils which they knew to be in their own Times; that 
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Etter them, and therefore have reaſon to think that the 
te Iteration (if at all) was made before the Death of the 
me. WI Apoſtles. 1 appeal to our Adverſaries themſelves, whether 
the ¶ they would not eſteem ſuch an Argument as this a De- 
on Mmonſtration of their own Scheme, could they find theſe 
Marks expreſsly fixed upon the Age after the Apoſtles, 
is which the 4pofles themſelves witneſs to have belonged to 
their own Age: And I appeal to every impartial Perſon, 
whether it be not a good Argument that St. Ferome un- 
derſtood this Alteration to have been made in the Age of 
the Apoſtles, that he gives ſuch Marks of this Time, when 
The thought it made, as peculiarly agree to that Age, Or, 
if theſe Marks can agree to the following Age, can any 
one helieve that the Presbyters then living ſhould pretend 
to preſcribe a Remedy for an Evil, which they knew the 
Apoſtles had refus'd to preſcribe for the ſame Evil, unleſs 
it be ſuppoſed they had Directions given down from the 
very Apoſtles for the preſcribing it, upon the increaſe of 
that Evil, which will amount to an Apoſtolical Inflitution, 
and as effectually reſtrain all Presbyters from all Exerciſe 
ef their ſuppoſed original Rights, unleſs what is founded 
upon apparent Neceiſity. | TOE 
8. I argue from his calling Epiſcopacy one of the Tu- 
ditions Apoſtolical, which he doth in one of the places in 
whici he zealouſly pleads againſt the original Diſtinction 
between Biſhops and Presbyters. An Argument which was 
never anſwered either by Blondel or Salmaſius, tho' it was 
thought requiſite to promiſe an Anſwer to it. The only 
Reply that hath been made by any to it is, that St. Je- 
rome 1n other places ſpeaks of things which were purely 
Cuſtoms Eccleſiaſtical as Apoſtolical Traditions, from whence 
they would collect that he meant only Eccleſiaſtical Cuſtom 
in this place. But they produce no Paſſage at all pa- 
rallel to this to prove the Juſtneſs of this Reply. For it 
5 one thing for a Writer to lay, that for the ſake of "the 
eace, and Good of the Church, People ſhould look upon, 
and obſerve, good and innocent Cuſtoms as if they were 
Apaſtolical Traditions z and another to call any thing ab- 
| | 000% -  -36folately 
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ſolut ely an Apaſtolical Tradition. And again, it is ver 
Juſt to call any matter of Practice both an Eccleſaſiad 
.Cnftom, and an 4poftolical Tradition, without meaning the 
Jame thing by both theſe Terms. None of their Inſtances 
therefore prove that St. Ferome did not here intend to di 
Epiſcoparyan Apoſtolical Tradition in the literal ſenſe 9 
the Words. In oue place indeed he ſeems to be moſt d 
all reſolved to depreſs the Eminence of Biſhops, and i 
put it upon Eccleſiaſtical Cuſtom. But he manifeſtly avoid 

oppoſing that to Apoſtolical Inſtitution, and is content 
only to deny that our Lord himſelf made the Diſtinction 
Artfully, one would think, at that time avoiding eithe 
to affirm, or deny that the Apoſtles inſtituted this Diffs 
rence amongſt Church-Officers. = 

9. I argue from St. Fcrame's not granting to Presbyten 


| 0 
the Right of Ordination, amidſt all his Pretenſions inth:r ch 
Names. It is very remarkable, that tho* in order to equi che 
them to Biſbops he gives the Government of the firſt Chu 
«bes into their Hands, he doth not mention the Affair M ac 
Ordination Which certainly he would have done had HA. 
at the fame time thought'it had ever belonged to then t. 
For it ha been as much to his purpoſe, (and he ha 


equal Reaſons for it) to have affirmed that they original ih": 
were entruſted with the Right of Ordination, as it was tot" 
_ affirm that they at firſt governed the Churches: Nor c 
there be any Reaſon thought of why he ſhould not er U 
preſsly have affirmed the one as well as the other, had he 
thought them both true. On the contrary, what is mot <* 
remarkable, he doth at the ſame time himſelf deny MP 
them this Right of Ordination. This Right, I ſay : For Hr 
that his Words muſt be underſtood, when he asks, ui 
order to carry their Cauſe as high as he could, Cui p 
enim, exc pta Ordinatione, facit Epiſcopus, quod Presbyt!' ! 
non faciat ? A Biſtop in his Days had many other Power Wl i 
to Which Preſbyters did not pretend, beſides that of Ord 
nation And therefore the Queſtion was not at all to hi 
purpoſe, unleſs he meant to ſignify by it, as his Op 
nion, that the P reſbyters were never entruſted ww_ * 
a 
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fair of Ordination, tho! they were with that of the Go- 
ernment of the Churches of Chriſt by their joint Counfels ; 
\y which means he leaves an uninterrupted Succeſſion. to 
hurch-Offcers ſuperior in this to Presbyters, and fo de- 
troys the Suppoſition of Blondel and others, of their on- 
inuing in the Exerciſe of this Right till near the middle 
pf the Second Century. Add to this, that if St. Ferome had 
Wcligned, as Blondel and others pretend, to affirm in this 
Pace that even in his own Age Presbytersdid every thing, 
rcept Ordination, which Biſbops did, he would rather 


"{| 


ere ſaid, Quid facit Epiſcopus, excepta Ordinatione, quad 
vr Pres byter non facit? I ſay, his Deſign would have oblig d 


im to expreſs himſelf in the Indicative Mood rather than 
the Subjunfive : The uſe of which is a Grammatical De- 
onſtration that he intended by this Que/tion to ask, not 
hat the Biſhops of his Age did, except Ordination, which 
he Presbyters likewiſe did not, but what the Biſhops did 
which the Presbyter: might not likewiſe do, lawfully, and 
according to their Original Right, excepting Ordinat iom 
And that this was his meaning is plain likewiſe from 
St. Chryſo/fom, who. follows him in his Opinion of the 
$0/iginal Rights of Presbyters, and owns exprefly, that Bi- 
$ /opsare ſuperior to them in Point of Ordination, tho in 
chat only And this when he is examining their Original 
Rights, and not the State they were in, in his Days, in 
Which he knew that Brhops were, in other Reſpects, ſupe- 
Nor to Presbyters. At leaſt this may be faid, that no one 
an urge that St. Ferome did ever exprefly patronize the 
Pretentions of any Presbyters to this Right ; but that he 
rather diſclaims it in their ameees. 
10. I could allege many more noted 4 and Ex- 


| 
| 
| 


WY pretiions out of this Father, which do, I think, manifeſt _ 
l ſhew that, tho' he might think that there was a Time 
in the Days of the ee in which Presbyters in a joint 
A 4 /embly governed the Churches, to be ſure under the In- 
BY {pcction, as much as could he, of the Apoſtles and other 
Wy <xtraordinary Church- Officers, yet he ney this 
ei with reſpect to any Time after the Apoſtles, but was of 
Fj | : 


Opinion 
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Opinion that the Decree concerning fixed Epiſcopacy wi 
: Dude in their Days. But if any ſhould mint. 1e —— 

to all that I have ſaid, any Paſſages in the Writiugs d 
this Father, I anſwer, that it muſt be granted, either that 
he was not conſtant in his judgment concerning this en 
Matter, or that his true Senſe muſt be judged of from the It. 
Number, and Clearneſs of the Paſſages alleged on both tho 
Sides. If the former be granted, his Authority is not worth “. 
contending for: if the latter, it muſt certainly be yiell. C 
ed to be on the ſide of the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Fri tte 
Z 05 
III. If to 4erius, and St. Jerome, any other Autbon | 
emongſt the Antient, can be added in favour of the Or. Nef 
ginal Parity o Eccleſiaſtical Officers, this muſt be allow Wl - 
that what they allege is either taken up from theſe, ot 
founded upon Reaſonings of their own from ſome Er 
preflions in the New Teftament : That none of them all 
affirm the Iuſtitution of Epi ſcopacy to have been owing to I. 
the Conſent and Compact of Preſbyters of ſucceeding 
Times; or that it was not the Work of the Apoſtles them 
ſelves; or that there ever was a Time, after the Death 


* 


of the Apoſtles, in which there were not Biſhops, properly 8 
ſo call'd, in the Church. 4 
From all this laid together, therefore, let impartial Ml n 
Readers judge what authentick Teſtimony our Brethren have f 
to produce for ſo notorious a Matter of Fact as, the Ar v 


teration of the Government of the Church near the mid: 
dle of the Second Century; or how juſtly the Patrons of 
this Hypotheſis ſet up St. Jerome as their mighty Advo- 
cate : ſince we ſee not one expreſs Teffimony produc'd for 
It, and St. Jerome in many Paſſages of his Writings abſo- 
lutely contradicting their Opinion. Thus much Ithought 
fit to ſay in anſwer to that Scheme, to which the princi 
pal, and moſt learned Advocates of the Rights of Preſbyter: 
ſeem moſt fondly to adhere : And I hope what I have 
ſaid may be thought ſatisfactory by the beſt and molt 


equal Judges, N 8 
| We * 
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' Thus have I endeavoured toeſtabliſh the ä 
ſintion of Epi ſcopacy, on which the Right of Biſhops to 
Ordain is founded, as well by anſwering the Objedtion: 
which have been advanced againſt the Suffici ency of the 
concurrent Teſtimony of ant ient Church-W/riters concerning 
it, as by ſhewing the Weakneſs and Unjuſtifiableneſs of 


; thoſe Schemes and Hypotheſes, which have been by learned 
th modern Writers confronted to this Teſimony, and to the 
a. Concluſion we build upon it. I proceed now to examine 


the Pleas, and Arguments advanced in Behalf of the Rigbt 
of Presbyters to ordain. This is the Subjed of the next 
Chapter, which I hope, will end in the full Confirmation 


Nef what hath been already ſaid in this, A 
h | Irs Yes 4 * —.— 1 5 AD 
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Te Pleas alleged for the Right of Presbyters to Or- 


* * 
3 


dain, propoſed and eamin deu. 


II. T HE ſecond Thing which J have undertaken to do, 
is to examine impartially the, Pleas that are 1ti]] 
alleged for the Right of Presbyters to Ordain, that ſo it 
may be judged by all, whether their Claims have any juſt 
Foundation; and be ſeriouſly conſidered by themſelves, 
whether they ought to be continued. 23 


Se@. 1. The firſt Plea, taken from the Identity of Biſhops and 
Presbyters, examinel. 
The fiaſt Plea is taken f rom the Identity of Biſbops and 
Fresbyters: which, if it can be proved in the 
LKenſe contended againſt by Epiſcopal Writers, Defenſe of Mer 
I grant, doth certainly demonſtrate an Ori- 15 . 
Zinal Right in Presbyters to ordain. A late) Rai 
Author, in ſtating this Point, ſaith. that, Tol Ibid. p. 9157 
make good the Plea Two Things are to be clear 
ed, 1. That Presbyters are by Divine Right the ſame as Bi- 


8 | ſhops. 
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Hops.» And, 2. That it thence follows that Presbyters. ty Ml © 
 warrantably ordain-other Perſons Presbyters. The true mem P. 
ing of the fir/t of thefe Poſitions, if he deſigns it ſhoul! 
be of any Service in his Cauſe, muſt be this, That tho be 
who are now in à peculiar Senſe called Presbyters, ban 1y 
originally by Diviie Right, (that is, according tohis 
Proof of it, by the Will of the Apoſtles; ) the ſame Off x 
in the Church with thoſe who are now in a peculiar Senf. 
called gi hops. This is the only Suſe of that Poſition which p. 
can he vfany Service to his Cauſe: And now let us es b. 
mine the Proof he brings for it. Nee 
Aci appears, he faith, from hence, that ſuch as were ſolem w 
ly ſet apart to the Sacred. Miniſtry, and entruſted with the IJ 
of the Kingdom of God, and authorized to adminiſter all n 
dinances, in the Church, to the Faithful committed to tit 
Care, are in Scrupture ftiled Biſhops, aud Elders, or Pre 
ters, without any Mark of Diſtinction. In anſwer to tis 
] freely grant that ſuck as were ſet apart to the Office d 
Pre ſbyters, and entruſted with the Keys of the Kingdom 
Heaven (in the Senſe in which Presbyters were ever ei 
truſted with them) and. authorized to adminiſter the 
Ordinances, of ' Baptiſm, and the Lord's Supper, and to 
preach, inſtru, and take Care of the Faithful committel] 
to them, are called in the New Teſtament, *Eai*wm 
Over ſters, Inſpectors, and Curates of the Flock of Chriſt 
as the Word Biſhops ſignifieth. But we are not advance 
one Step farther by all this. For this will not prove 
that theſe very Perſons were not always ſubject to other 
Chureb-Offrers, and at this very time to ſuch as Timotb) 
and Titus, as well as to the Apoſtles themſelves ; this wil 
not prove them to be the ſame in their'Offce, with thoſe 
who were afterwards called ES in an eminent 
Senſe, this will prove nothing but that Presbyters art 
inveſted with all thoſe Powers which belonged to tholt 
who were called *Eairwm'in the New: Teftament. But 
what thoſe Fowers were cannot be concluded from hen 
Indeed if our Argument ſtood thus, that Biſhops, now pe. 
culiarily ſo called, inherit the Office of thoſe who wy 
A. | Ome 
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ſometimes called Biſhops in the New Teftlament, the preſent 
Flea would certainly be good, that they who are now 
peculiarly called Presbyteys have the Tame Offices of Right, 
belonging to them, which are claimed by thoſe peculiar- 
ly called Bifhops,becauſe they are the Offcers called Biſhops 
in the New Teſtament. But when our Aſſertion is, that 
Biſhops, eminently ſo called, anſwer, not to thoſe whe are 
ſometimes called ſo in the New Teſtament, but to thoſe ſu- 
perior Chnrch-Officers, whoſe Office we find there to have 
been to govern and ordain; and that Presbyters have no 
Right originally to exerciſe ſome of thoſe Functions which 
were exerciſed by ſuch Ecclefiaftical aun as Timothy and 
Titus : I fay, when theſe are our Poſitions, it can ſignify 
nothing to allege that Presbyters are the Officers who were 
called Biſbops in the New Teſtament, becauſe this will en- 
title them only to the Office of thoſe who there called 
Biſhops, not to that of thoſe who were acknowledged to 
be ſuperiar to thoſe there called Biſpops. To allege this 
can ſignify nothing, unleſs it be included in the Signifi- 
cation of the Word *Exiozomi, that all who were ever cal 
led ſo, were entituled to ordain and govern, as well as to 
teach, inſtruct and guide their Flocks into all neceſfary 
Truth. But that this is included in the Word, was never 
ſo much as pretended. It being therefore, a ſufficient 
Ground of the Presbyters being called Biſhops, that they 
are in a very proper Senſe, Overſeers, and have the Cart - 
of Souls entruſted to them, which is all that is implied 
in the Word; it doth not follow from their being called 
ſo, that they had other Powers which are not neceſſarily 
included in that Word. If they have Powers ſufficient to 
make that Name proper to their Office, this, I ſay, was 
a ſufficient Ground why that Name was given them, be- 
fore there was any Deſign. of fixing peculiar Names to all 
Eccleſiaſtical Officers. But they have Powers which are à 
ſufficient Ground for that Name, without ſuppoſing them 
empowered to ordain others: Therefore it cannot follow 
from their being called tian, in the New Teſfament, 
| that they are entruſted a Right of Ordination: 10 | 
| C tnat 
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that they are called to all the Offices claimed by Biſby 
eminently ſo filed in modern Times. _ 
The fixing the Name of Biſhops upon thoſe who are in 
an eminent Senſe Overſeers, and Curators of the Church, 
was a Matter purely arbitrary, and now founded mere. 
ly upon Cuſtom and it is not from the difference g 
Names we argue to the difference of the Ofices; and there. 
fore cannot think it of any Importance, on the other ſide 
to argue from the Identity of Names heretofore to the Iden- 
tity of Offices. Had there been no difference of Name; 
ſetled, but had both Bijhops and Presbyters been called by 
one common Name to this Day, whether Biſhops, or 
Presby ters, all the Arguments had ftill ſtood as firm fo 
Epiſcopacy. If it could be ſhewnthat there ought to be x 
Diſtinction in the Offices of thoſe called by that common 
Name; that there always had been in the Church Officers 
{ſuperior to the Teachers of particular Congregations ; that 
theſe Teachers had not the Exerciſe of the Power of Ori 
nation ever left to them; and were always under the In- 
ſpection of ſome other ſuperior Officers , the Cauſe of Epiſ- 
copacy muſt have ſtood firm, And yet it is from this di 
ference of Names now ſetled, that this Argument now 
drawn from the Identity of Names in the New Teſtament 
took its Riſe. Let us ſuppoſe, therefore, that this differ 
ence of Names were removed, and'it were now uſual to 
call both Biſhops and Presbyters by one common Name, 
this Identity of Name would never prove that therewas no 
_ difference in their Offices even at that time when there 
was no Diſtinction in their Names. Much leſs can it 
Prove that Presbyters have the ſame Rights which are 
claimed by thoſe now called Biſhops, to allege that they 
were once called Biſhops ;z unleſs it can be ſhewn that 
thoſe who were ſo called in the Apoſtles Age, had adu- 
ally then all the Eccleſiaflical Power of thoſe who have 
been called fo, in a peculiar Senſe, in after Ages. 
Ihe Argument founded upon this Plea, if ſtated truly, 
can amount to no more than this; Presbyters are called 
likewiſe Biſbops, or Overſcers in the New 18 
; 4 | "0, ne ere 
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Therefore, certainly they muſt juſtly claim all the Rights 
belong ing to thoſe who are there called Biſhops. This I 


N heartily acknowledge. But what thoſe Rights are we are 
1 ſtill as much at a loſs to know as ever. That this A, gu- 
vent will not of it ſelf prove Ordination to be one of them 
. ver evident, becauſe that can be done only by produ- 


cing ſuch Texts as declare this to be one of the Rights and 
Privileges belonging to thoſe then called by that Name. 
Whereas this Plea pretends to nothing but that Presbyters 
are called Biſhaps in the New Teftament ; from whence it 
can never follow that they are entituled to the Powers of 
thoſe who have been, ſince that Time, called in a peculiar 
Senſe, Biſhops. On the contrary, I have this Argument 
to urge. Presbyters have a Title to thoſe Rights only which 
were enjoyed. by thoſe Chnrch-Officers who are called Bi- 
Hops, or Overſeers, in the New Teflament. But the Power 
of Ordination was never allowed to, or claimed by thoſe 
who are there called Biſhops. Therefore, it is not one of 
thoſe Rights to which Datel have a Title. The Force 
of this ArgumeFt the Author J am now conſidering is ſo 
ſenſible of, that after all that he hath ſaid on this Head, 
he thinks himſelf obliged to yield, p. 86. that it is not 
ſufficient to ſhew that the ſame Perſons were called Pref- 


— 


f byters and Biſhops at firſt ; and that, if it can be made out 
chat a Svperiority, like to that of Timothy and Titus, was 
by Diane Appoint ment (I ſuppoſe he means by the Will of 
ehe poſtles) to continue in the Church ; or that the Power 


of Ordination was not conveyed to thoſe who were at firſt 
called Biſhops, the Identity aſſerted will not ſupport the In- 
Ference drawn from it. The former of theſe I hope I have 
not in vain ati empted to prove in the foregoing Chapter, 
as well as to ſy ſomething ſufficient to make the latter 
appear much more probable than the contrary, - But I 
mult here remind this Author of Three Things, 1. That 
the P/oof ought to lie on their fide, who have gone out 
of a long eftabliſhed Courſe, and pretended to exerciſe an 
Original Right, unheard of in former Ages of the Church, 
2, That this Identity of Names will ſignify nothing, even 
Ces Jups 
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ſuppoſing we could not prove this Negative, that the 
Power of. Ordination was not in the Commiſion of the firf 
Presbyters ; which it is very unreaſonable to require at 
our Hands. For unleſs, on the other fide, the poſitive 
part can be proved that the Power of Ordination was aQu: 
ally in the Commiſion of thoſe Presbyters who are likewiſe 
called Bithops in the New Teſtament, all this Plea muſt ne 
ceſſarily fall to the Ground. And whether St. Faul dealt 
with the Presbyters of Epheſus; and Crete, as if he kney 
any thing of ſuch a Commſfon, let any one judge. ; 
Suppoſing fuch an Original Right granted them by their 
Commiſion, it doth not follow that modern private Pres); 
ters can be juſtified in the Exerciſe of it, when by a {6 
lemn Ad of their own, and upon juſt Reafons, their Pe- 
deceſſor's throughout the Chriſtian World  unanimouſy 
conſented to debar themſelves of the Exerciſe of it, if we 
will believe the moſt learned and zealous Advocates for 

the Presbyterian Cauſs. 8 d It: 
For my own part, therefore, I grant to this Author al 
that he contends for, when he ſums up the Premiſes from 
which he draws his Concluſion, p. 87. I grant that the 
Names of Biſhop-and Presbyter are uſed ſo promiſcuonſy 
in the New Teſtament as tp leave no Diſtinction of Off, 
I know not how it ſhould be otherwiſe, when Presbyten 
were called Biſbaps. I grant to him that there are as many 
Biſhops in the firſt Senſe of the Word as Presbyters in 
the moſt early Churches : For every Pyesbyter was callel 
Biſhop, or Overſeer, I grant that we can find in the Nev 
Teſtament no Presbyter who was not a Biſhop, i. e. calle 
by that Name. I grant that we read not there of any Cot 
ſecration of an Eccleſiaſtical Officer called a Biſhop, differ 
ent from the Ordination of a Presbyter, i. e. we read not 
of any Ordination of Presbyters different from the Ordinr 
tion of thoſe who were then called Biſhops, 5. e. Presb7- 
ters. Igrant the Duties and Qualifications of thoſe tall! 
Biſhops in the New Teflament, and of thoſe called Presby- 
ters, are the ſame, becauſe they are the Duties and Hur 
"ifications of the ſame Church-Oficer called by both _ 
ans, 
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mes. I grant to him all theſe things, that is, indeed 
nly one ſingle Point thus yariouſly expreffed, viz. that 
rethyters are thoſe Churcb- Oficers who are called Biſnops 
zu the New Teflament. For any after all this to ſay that 
they who are called Biſhops, and they who are called 
Presbyters in the New Teſtament, differed originally in the 
Power of Ordination, or indeed in any ſingle Circumſtance, 
sin Truth not only nat to derive their Notions from Scrip- 
ure, as this Author ſaith; but to ſpeak abſurdly ,and in- 
conſiſtently : For it is to ſay that the ſame Perſons dif- 
ered from themſelves. ' But tho' I have granted to him 
all this, yet I hope I may without Abſurdity maintain, 
that the Powers of thoſe who were called Biſhops in the 
New Teftament, were not the ſame with the Powers of thoſe 
who were called ſo afterwards in an eminent Senſe, or 
in other Words, that thoſe Charch-Offcers who are ſtiled 
Biſhops in the New Teftament have never received, or ex- 
erciſed the Right of ordaining others; but that this Right 
was always in the Hands of Officers ſuperior to them. 

To conclude this Head, let us conſider once more the 
Plea here advanced, and what is to be rephed to it. The 
Argument, ſo much applauded by the aforeſaid Author, is 
this, Presbyters are by Divine Right the fame as Biſhops 4 
therefore they may marrantably ordain other Presby ters. His 
Proof of the former part of this Reaſoning is drawn from 

hence, that Presbyters are the ſame with Biſhops in the 


ef New Ieſfament. So that the Argument is indeed this, Preſ- 
„ byters were called likewiſe Biſhops in the firſt Days; 
ed therefore they may warrantably claim the Right of Or- 
„ dination, which is acknowledged to be the Right of thoſe 
. who have been called Biſhops, in a peculiar Senſe, in la- 
er Ages. The Anſwer is, that this will entitle them to 
" le Rights but ſuch as were enjoyed by thoſe who are cal- 
J * Biſhops in the New Jeſtament. And again, ſuppoſing 
uus Right of Ordination to belong originally to thoſe who 


Were called Biſhops in the Apoſtles Time, this will not 
2 that modern Presbyters may warrantably exerciſe 
this Right, which according to themſelves was univerſal- 

| | Cc ; ly, 
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ly, many Hundred Years agone, given up to another 
Rank of Men on good Grounds, and for juſt Reafons, 80 
that here is a double Defect in this Argument : For grant- 
ing that Presbyters were called Biſhops by the. 4poſile, 
this will not entitle them to any Rights but what were 
enjoyed by thoſewho were then called ſo : And granting 

to them an Original Right to ordain, this Original Right 
conſidered by it ſelf, will not warrant them in the Exer. 
ciſe of it, when it hath once been univerſally, and upon 
wile Reaſons given u ß. 


This Author muſt excuſe me if I wholly paſs over his 


Authorities, that is, if 1,;dg-not:recerve his Reaſoning. 
becauſe it is the ſame with that of many great Men. If 
he could produce Thouſands! of greater Names than he 
mentions, I fee not of what Importance he himſelf could 
allow this tobe, who hath, even in the Caſe of à Matter 
of Fact, rejected with Contempt the Teftimony of the moſt 
competent Witneſſes we can have, and hath ſaid what 5; 
enough to teach any one not to be born down by great 
Names, in a Matter which is in them purely Opinion, 
and depending upon their own Reaſoning. The main 
Argument made ufe of by all that have appeared in the 
ſame Canſe, is taken from the Identity of Names, which! 
have now examined, and have, I hope, evidently ſhew!, 
that there is nothing to be concluded from thence in fi- 
vour of Presbyterian Ordination. 373-2501 | 

- But tho' Thave owned the main Point for which this 
Author produceth ſeveral Texts of the New Teſtament, 
biz. That Presbyters are there called Biſhops, or Over- 
ſeers ; ſtill denying that it follows from thence, that 
they had the Powers of thoſe who were afterwards called 
Biſhops in an eminent Senſe, or, which is all one, of ſuch 
Church-Officers as Timothy and Jitws in thoſe very Days: 
It is fit I ſhould particularly conſider the Texts them 
ſelves, becauſe he doth at large reaſon from them to his 
own Purpoſe, and ſome may think it a blameable Neglect 
to paſs them over. r id 1877 
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er 1. St. Pan! writes to the Saints at Philippi, with the 
0 Wl Biſhops and Deacons. I have no Diſpute with him here: 
gut freely own that the Offcers called Biſhops here, were 
„ WE Precbyters and Teachers ; which is all he here expreſly con- 
rc WF tends for. I ſhall only remind him, that his Buſineſs un- 
der this Head ſhould not have been to confute the odd 
Notions of Dr. Hammond, who is hardly followed in them 
by one Epiſcopal Divine of any Conſideration, but to 
have ſhewn, againſt others who acknowledge that Preſ- 
| byters are the Officers here meant, that it follows from their 
| being then called Overſeers that they had the Powers of 
Ordination, &c. entruſted to them. Nothing can follows 
from hence, but that they had the Powers of thoſe who 
were then called Biſhops, | 

2, It is urged that the ſame St. Paul in bis fir ff Epiſtle to 
Timothy layeth down the Duties and Quali fications of Bi- 
| ſhops and Deacons, without ſaying a Word of Presbyters, I 
grant the Concluſion he draws from hence, that Presbyters 
are the Officers in the Church whom he there calls Biſhops z 
and that there were no Biſhops, (that is, none called Bi- 
8 ſhops, ) then diſtin@ from Presbyters. But I deny the Point 
in diſpute, viz, That theſe, whom St. Faul here calls 
Biſhops, had the Power of Ordination entruſted to them. 
The Name Biſhop, or Overſeer will not prgve it: And 
there is a great deal againſt it to be collected from this 
Epiſtle, As, 1. This Author here acknowledgeth that 
the Duties of thoſe then called Biſhops, are here laid 
down by St. Paul, amongſt which we do not find the 
leaſt mention of Ordination; too material to have been 
omitted, if it had been their Province: From whence it 
may be probably collected that there was no ſuch Power 
belonging to them. For tho Duties, or Powers of leſs 
importance than thoſe mentioned, might be omitted; 
Net it is not to be ſuppos'd,.that Powers, or Duties of an 
higher ſort ſhould be diſregarded. 2. It is not only ſaid, 
that thoſe who are here called Biſhops are entruſted with 
the Power of Ordination, but this very Powef is, in this 
very Epiſtle, lodg'd in other Hands, and entruſted to Of 
4 4 W 
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ficers who are acknowledged to be ſuperior; to thoſe here 
called Biſbops. What can be the reaſon of this? It muſt 
be, either becauſe thoſe Presbyters here called Bifhops 
were never deſigned for this Office; or that theſe at Epheſis 
particularly were unfit for it. The lat ter of theſe Two 
Suppoſitions cannot be true, as I know of: Therefore 
the former muſt be acknowledged. That the Apoſtle 
ſhonld o/dain whom they pleaſe in all Churches is not 
ſtrange: But that ſuppoſing they deſigned the Presbyteri 
 foorjained for the crdaining of others in times to come, 
they ſhould not only keep the Affair of Ordination in thei; 
cen Hands for their Lifettime; but ſend other Church- 
Offcers into Places full of Presbyters already, as fit ot 
that Work as ever they were likely to be, on purpoſe to 
ordain others, is incredible; and not to be believed, un- 
leſs there were à plain Declaration that after ſuch a Tine 
theſe Presbyters were to re- aſſume the Exerciſe of their 
Right. Nay, had theſe Presbyters been ever deſigned for 
the Buſineſs of Ordination, the End of Timothy's being ſent 
amongſt them had moſt certainly been rather to direct 
them how to perform this/Cfice; (as he was in other (C 
ſes to do,) than to take it out of their Hands, and ma- 
nage it, as far as appears, wholly Himſel f For we find 
not the leaſt Hint in St. Faul's Directions to him on this 
Head, that Presbyters were to have the leaſt Hand in it, 
but ſufficient Evidence that he was to be ab ſolute, and ur- 
contyoul'd in this Matter. 3. This anſwers the Diſfcnlt) 
here propoſed by this Author, that ſuppoſing the Offcer 
called Biſbop here to be a Presbyter, then is the: proper Epiſ- 
copal Function wholly overlooked in this Apoſtolical Di- 
rectory : / hich is ſcarcely ſuppoſable, if it be ſo very need- 
ful in the Church as ſome haue repreſented it. For, 1. If 
he mean that amongft the Duties and Qualification: of 
thoſe here called Biſhops, nothing is here mentioned by 
the Apoſtle which is properly -Epiſcopal in our ſenſe of 
the Word, I grant it to be true : But this will, according 
to his way ot reaſoning, only prove againſt himſelf, that 
no ſuch were thought by the Apoſtle to belong to ſuch 35 
. * 5 are 
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are here called Biſhops. If he mean that nothin gof the 
proper Epiſcopal Function is mentioned, in this Epiſtle, I 
deny it. But indeed it is mentioned, which is very: 

much to the diſadvantage of his Cauſe, as belonging. to 
Oficers ſuperior to the fxed Presbyters. The Truſt of Or- 
dination, and the Directiom about — ebek Timothy, 
without any intimation: of any ſuch Office belonging t 

thoſe * 25 ſent to reſide amongſt 
them as long as his Preſence was not more wanted in ſome 
other Church. Now it is to the Office of Timothy (whe= 
ther fixed at Epheſus during Life, or not?) that te Hh 
copab Function, for which we contend, anſwers And 
therefore concerning the proper pi ſropal Function Here 
is a great deal ſaid in this Apoſfolicuſ Directory. For it id 
not eſſential to a Brſop; that he ſhould be fixed at on 
Pace during Life; but that he manage the Affa of O 
dination, and Government, over whatſvever Church be 18 
placed, and for whatfoever ſpace of Time 80 that here 
18 very good Proof from this very Epiſlle, that the: Affair 
of Ordination was always managed byPerſons ſuperior to 
Presbyters; and that Presbyters were not deſigned by the 
Apoſtles for that Office, notwithſtanding that they are in 
it called Biſhops, or Ovar ſeers. It is not therefore true 
that Two ſorts of Officers only are mentioned int 
Epiſtle. For Timothy is of the third fort, and he is men- 
tioned; and as particular Directions given to hn to he- 
have himſelf in his Office, as are given concerning Nag 
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3. It is alleged that the ſame St. Faul in his p 756. 
Epiſtle to Titus, calls Preibyters by the Name of: 
Biſbops : Which I readiby grant, as likewiſe the Cnolu- 
fon drawn from 1t by this Author, that Biſbops, i. e tlie 
Oficers there ſo called; were not ſuperior to Presbytert 

becauſe they were the Presbyters themſelves. But ſtill E 
am at a loſs how this ſettles the Powers of thoſe whe were 
then called Biſhops. / I do not allege: here merely a Com- 
munity of Names. Titus, who anſwers in Offce to our 
Biſbops, is not called a Biſhop here, It ſeems to be a Name 
EET. pretty 
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pretty much at that time appropriated to thoſe who were 
afterwards called Preſbyters: And certainly thoſe who 
were called by it at that time, were entitled to all the 
Hees belonging to thoſe who were then called by it, 
i. e. to themſelves. I grant the ſame Character is given 
of all to whom that Name then belonged; and the ſame 
Quali fcations required. Nay, to go on in the Words of 
this Writer, All . ſcopal Characters were required in then; 
All Epzſcopal Work required of them; that is, All the Cha- 
radters and all the Fork belonging to thoſe who are there 
called Biſbops. For the Argument can prove no more. 
It can no more prove that they were called to the Office 
of thoſe who were afterwards called Biſhops in a peculiar 
ſenſe, than it can be proved they were entitled. to all the 
Rights now challenged by the Biſhops of Rome. What 
thoſe Characters, and what that Work is, muſt be judged 
from other Arguments. If we go to this Epiſtle, we find 
no intimation about their Right to Ordain others; but on 
the contrary, a ſuperior — ſent to Crete, notwith- 
ſtanding that there were a ſufficient number of well qua- 
lified Presbytersthere, on purpoſe to preſide amongſt them, 
and to oydain others to the Work of the Mini ſtry. I need 
ſay no more on this Head, but refer the Reader to what 
I have juſt now ſaid under the laſt, Only I can't help 
obſerving how free this Author is in calling for plain and 
poſitzve Proof on the ſide of Epiſcopal Ordination, whilſt he 
cannot produce one ſingle plain, or poſitive Proof, that 
Preſbyters were deſigned 27 the Apoſtles to Ordain; unless 
he will eſteem this a good Argument, thoſe wha have 
been ealled Bzhops,fince the Apoftles Days, have the Power 
of Ordination: Therefore thoſe who were called Bzjhops 
in their Days had it, notwithſtanding they were hindred 
from the Exerciſe of it; and others were ſent amongſt 
them, to do that Office, by the Apoſtles themſelves. 
4. This Author farther allegeth that Text, A@. 20. 28. 
in which St. Paul exhorteth the Preſbyters of the Epheſtan 
Church in theſe Words, Take heed unio your ſelves, and to 
all the Flock of God, over which the Holy Ghoſt bath made 


ſation, that it had been happy if it 
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jou Overſeers, or Biſbops. I acknowledge that the Perſons 
here ſpoken to were Presbyters,now.peculiarly ſo called, 
and that St. Paul here calls them Biſhops,. or Overſeers:: 
Which Word is ſo far from deſerving Cen ſure in our Frans 
| Pal been always uſed 

in other Texts inſtead of the Word Biſhop, which is the 
very Greek Word, and therefore can't be called an Inten- 
pretation of it; and then, having been appropriated ſince 
to the Higheſt Eccleſiaſtical Officer, tis apt to raiſe a falſe 
Ilea in the Minds of moſt Men, who are more led by 
Words, then by the Reality of Things; But what are we; 
to collect from hence ? 1. Suppoſe theſe Preſbyters at; 
Epbeſus anſwered exactly to the Preſbyters in our Days, 
St. Faul might juſtly have ſaid the ſame things to them 
which we find here ſaid; and exhorted them to take all 
poſſible Care of themſelves, and their Charges oper bich 
the Holy Ghoſt had made them Overſeers z in which Ex- 
hortation they muſt be very gun ikke who can diſco- 
ver any thing of Ordination. And therefore it cannot be 
ſhewn from theſe Wards, that they were thought to have 
the Power of Ordination, any more than the Presbyters of 
the Eſtabliſed Church are thought to have it. 2. There 
is not only nothing in this Text to prove theſe Presbyters 
to have had the Power of Ordination, and the whole ma- 
nagement of their Churches entruſted to them; but ſome- 
thing in the manner of St. Paul's applying himſelf to them, 
which rather ſuppoſeth, and implies the contrary. .For 
the Flock which theſe Perſons were here exhorted to feed, 
was that in which the Holy Ghoſt had already made them 
Overſeers, or Biſhops; And this Flock, was the Company 
of Lay-Chriſtians, not the Shepherds themſelves: And to 
feed the Flock, or the Church, was the Office of theſe par» 
ticular Perſons here concerned, which Expreſſion is .not 
uſed concerning Ordaining other Presbyters, but gui- 
ding and inſtructing Lay-Chriſtians in the Way to Heaven. 
This, therefore is St. Paul's Advice to theſe Presbyters, 
that they ſhould take heed to themſelves, to their own: 
Example and Behaviour in their Ofice ,- and to the F locks 
* | 7 


— 


396 A brief Defenſe of - 
that is, to every Congregation of La- Chriſtiaus, the Care bim 
of which had already been committed to any. of then, the 
Sc. Now, I argue, that if thefe Perſons had been de. the 
figned for the Higheſt Governours in the Church, and for I thei 
the ordaining of others, the Charge given to them had not 
ended without Directions, and Inſtructions, and Exhor- 
tations agreeable to theſe importag Parts of their Offce, 
Bat if St. Paul, when he thovgnt he was taking final 
Leave of them, mentions no ſuch” Offices belonging to 
them, it is a very Probable Argument that he knew of 
none ſuch to which they were called. What was com. 
mit ted to them, he plainly tells them, viz. The in- 
ſtructing and guiding the Lay-Chriſtiaus in their Way to 
Heaven; not the 9/dairing other Men to their own Offce, 
which, bein a very great Truſt, would not have been 
paſſed over by him, Pad he thought it belonged ta theſe 
Presbyters. When he gives his Charge to Timothy, it is in 
plain Words, that he is to govern, .atid ordain Presby- 
ters; When he gives his Charge to theſe Presbyters, it i 
to feed the Flock of Lay-Chrifions, Let any one obſerve 
the Difference, and judge whether theſe Presbyters were 
ever deſigned forthe fame Offces for which Tineth) had 
been ſet over them. 3. That the Buſineſs of Government 
and Ordination were not at this time committed to theſe 
e ee from the Expreſſion uſed 
of feeding the Flock, which ſignifieth quite another thing, 
hut alfo from hence chat Timothy did both before and. of 
ter this, govern,” and ardain, as his own peculiar Buſi. 
nefs, in this Church. That he governed, and ordained 
Presbyters there before this, this Author acknowledgeth, 
p; 81. where hc faith it is evidently proved, that the / 
Epiſtle to Timothy was written before this meeting at: Mi 
tetus.” That Timathy was preſent at this time, he like 
wile thinks very probable p. 79... From whence I argue 
that St. Paul vile once, by tat Epillle put them under 
his Governance, and the Affair of Ordination into his Hands, 
1 it had been hi Intent here to have committed all to the 
e of theſe Presby ters, it had been highly 1 

587.3 | him 
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bim to have luid ſo plainly ; and to have declared to 
them, that whereas be had indeed confined them from 

the Exerciſe of their Right of Ordination, he now inſtated 
them in the full Exerciſe of that and all other Matters of 
uch Government. Bit having before reſtrained them 
in theſe Points, and now not expreſsly releaſing them 
from that Reſtraint, it Teems far from probable that he 
commits the Care of the Church to them in any other ſenſe 
but that in which they had it before, during the acknows 
ledged Refidenry of Timothy amongſt them, That Timothy 
did, after this, govern and erdain at Epheſus, and not 
theſe Presbyters, is plain from St. Paul's ſecond Epiſtle to 
bim In which he is ſuppoſed in the ſame Office as in the 
frf; and the like Þ1jur:1015, tho in moregeneral Terms, 

repeated concerning his Behaviour in it. From whence 
| think it evident beyond all Contradiction, that St. Faul 
did not at this time once think cf leaving the whole Go- 
vernment, and the Matter of Ordination, in the Hands of 
theſe Presbyters. For if that were here his Deſign, and 
folemn A in this Charge, what Occaſion, or what Fouii- 
dation could there be for him afterwards to take theſe 
Rights away again? And how various muſt his Judg- 
ment, and how unbecoming his Behaviour appear, to be 
perpetually thus changing, firſt giving to Presbyters the 
Right of Ordination, then immediately reſtraining it; then 
ſolemnly reſtoring to them the Exerciſe of it, when 95 
was taking his final Leave, and afterwards putting the 
ſame Reſtraint upon them again. This is incredible; And 
yet this muſt be ſuppoſed, it there be any thing implied 
in the Text now before us, to the purpoſe of the res- 
r T9 & r Mm 

But a great Difficulty is here ſtarted, and a . 7 
great Argument drawn from Timothy's Preſenſ,e 
at this time, and from St. Pauls not folemnly now making 
him their fixed Biſhop, and giving him the Care of the 
Church, and recommending Obedience” to him as ſüch. 
Now, 1. The Bufineſs of this Author is not to prove tha 
1imothy was not a fix:d Biſhop of Epbeſus, but wy” 
| reſ- 
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Presbyters of Epbeſus had the Right of Ordination entruſtef 

to them. Suppoſing Timothy were not now made fixed 

Biſhop, it will not follow that this Right belonged to the 

Epbeſian Presbyters. 2. Suppoſing Timothy left them upon 
ſeveral Occaſions, as he did now to accompany St. Pn 
to Rome, this did not neceſſarily diſſolve his Relation tg 
them, whenever he ſhould think fit to return. St. Fail 
had other, and ſufficient Opportunities of declaring hi 
Mind to Timothy : And the Presbyters knew his Will too 
well concerning him, to negle& him whenever he ſhould 
come amongſt: them. Timothy's accompanying St. Paul 
to Rome, made it very neceſſary for him to direct his 
Diſcourſe to the Presbyters, to engage them to regard 
their Office of feeding their Flock in his Abſence. It i; 
highly probable that it was St. Paul's Deſign, at this time, 
that he ſhould return to them again, becauſe we find he 
did; and as probable that both he, and they knew this. 
So that his being abſent from them at Times, as the Oc- 7 
caſions of the Church required, did not diſſolve his Rela- | *** 
tion to them. They ſeem, even after this, to have been 
his particular Care, whenever he could be with them, of 
tho' St. Paul's . Occaſions, and the Neceſſities of other 9 
Churches, might often call for his Help elſewhere. Had 
not the Labenurs, and Aſſi ſtances of ſuch worthy Perſons 
been wanted at different Places, it is very probable they 0 
had been properly ſpeaking fixed Biſhops. But their not “ 
being fed, is no Argument on the fide of Presbyters, to g 

entitle them to the Right of Ordination. Here, therefore 

is a ſufficient Account given of St. Paul's taking no er 
preſs Notice of Timothy at this Meeting, becauſe his De-: 1 
tign in ſending for the Presbyters was only to move Wl | 

them, as it were by his laſt Words, to a due Care in that I 

4 


Office of feeding the Flock that had been entruſted to 

them; eſpecially becauſe Timothy was now leaving them : 
for ſome time. But we ſee that it doth not follow from ; 
hence that he gave the Office which Timothy formerly had 
into their Hands; (for he afterwards exerciſed the ſame 7 
 amongit them;) any more than it is true that they were 
. | 1 
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empowered to ordain by Words which imply no ſuch 
thing in them. va rd ts 
In fine, the Presbyters of Epheſus, would have argued 
with leſs Reaſon than an 9 that they were called 
by St. Paul to the whole Care of the Church, and the or- 
gaining others, from his giving them the Name of Biſhops, 
or Overſeers; becauſe they could not but know that they 
were called by that Name, when a ſuperior Cficer was 
actually ſet over them to govern and ordain, They were 
neither to govern nor ordain, when Timothy was ſet over 
them to thoſe Purpoſes; yet they were then called Biſbops, 
and that by St. Paul. Neither, therefore, doth it follow 
that they are here declared by St. Faul to be entruſted 


with theſe Rights, from their being here declared by him 
to be Biſhops, or Overſeers of the Flock of Chriſt, From 
A | 


all which laid together it appears how void 

of all Foundation the Aſſertion of this Au- p., 80. 
thor is, that St. Paul doth in theſe, Words, 1 
leave it to the Presbyters of Epheſus, to manage Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Affairs, and Ordination among ft the reſt, as occaſion ſhould 
offer, by common Concert among ſt themſelves, &c. Whereas he 


exhorts them to nothing but the faithful Execution of the 


| Office of thoſe called Fresbyters in, a peculiar Senſe ; and 
uſeth no Words that imply in them either the Right of 
Ordination, or of that Government which is claimed by Bi- 
Vops ſo called in an eminent Senſe, U 


5. It is alleged that St. Peter writing to the Preſbyters 


G fiiles himſelftheir Fellow Preſbyter, (as St. Fob alſo.doth) 
and exhorts them to feed the F lock 


of Chriſt, taking the C- 


— 


ve/ ſight thereof willingly, 1 Pet. 5. 1, 2. But, 1. What fol- 
f lows from the former part cf this I cannot ſee, unleſs this 
Author have a mind to prove that the Apoſiles by their 
Love and Humility: in calling themſelves Tellon-Labour- 
eus with thoſe who were under them, intended to equal 
thoſe Preſbyters in all Powers and Rights to themſelxes. If 
i prove any thing to the purpoſe of this Author it muſt 


prove Preſbyters to have been Apoſiles, even whilſt the '4- 
Pies were living, and ruled them... Buy e 
| ; " "2; 
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in that place where they were placed, ove; ſeeing, or look 


byters, what Triumphs might we have expected from tif 
Which wholly reſpects this Floch, can fignify nothing but 


with all Diligence and Faithfulneſs in the Way to Hap 
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this. Neither therefore can it prove them to have enjoy giv 

1 any Powers but what modern Presbyters enjoy: to be. 
St ter might in Condeſcenſivn have uſed- the fm ver 
Words he uſeth to the Primitive-Presbyters, 2. As to th 
latter part of it, that he exhorts the Presbytets, iow 
to do the Offce of Biſbops, that is, of thoſe then called F 
—— or Overſeers, I grant: But to ſay that it thence fi 
lots that he commands them to ordain, and govern, whid 
are parts of the Duty of thoſe ſince that Time called N 
Maps in a peculiar Senſe, is manifeſtly to beg the ue 
on. For the Que ſtion is not whether Presbyters wen 
not called Overſeers in thoſe early Days: but what the 
Bufmeſs of thoſe, who were then called Gverſeers, vu 
80 that the Argument is no better than this, St. Peter com 
mands Presbyters to do the Office of thoſe who were in 
his Days called Biſhops, or Overſeers ; therefore he com 
mans them to do the Office of thoſe who were after. 
wards called fo in an eminent Senſe. Whereas the Point 
now in debate is, whether thoſe Officers, who were the 
called Biſhops, were called to the Offce of Ordaining, & 
3. What the Office of thoſe was to whom St. Peter write 
this, is plainly enough here expreſſed, viz. to feed the Hoc 


ing after it, not as if they were driven to it by force, du 
willingly, and gladly, &c. Now if any one ele hal 
diſcovered in theſe Words the Power of ordaining Pres 


Author ? The Flock of Chrift is the Company of Laj- Chr. | 
ſtians diſtin& from the Shepherds; therdfore this Direction, 
that it was the Duty of Presbyters, i. e. of thoſe then car 
led Overſeers, to guide and inſtruct their Congregation 


os Nor can it poffibly be implied in this, that the) f. 
had the Power of Ordination, which reſpects the conftitt hi 
ting of Shepherds over other Flocks, not the feeding thit Wil | 


_ Flock over which they were themſelves placed. Nay,tht 2 


coptiaty is rather implied, becauſe St. Peter when hen * 


giving 
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giving them Advice to perform their Office as becomes 
hem, mentions only the feeding of that Flock which they 


were, before this, called to overſee, and take Care of. 


From all which it is evident that nothing can be collect- 
ed from this Paſſage in favour of Preſbyterian Ordination. 
6. It 1s once more alleged that St. Paul LE 

writing to Timothy gives him this Charge, p. 82. 


Neglect not the Gift that is in thee, which was AY 
given thee by Prophecy, with the laying on of the Hands of the 
| Preſbytery, 1 Tam. 1.14. I paſs over St. Paul's mention- 


ing in another place the Impoſi tion of his own Hands only 
on Timothy, 2 Tim. 1. 6. if the Gift in the latter place 


may ſignify the Holy Ghoſt, why not in the former? As 


indeed any one would judge that this Word rather im- 
ports the extraordinary Qualifications given to Timothyfrom 


above for the better execution of his Office, than the Office 
it ſelf, to which it doth not ſeem probable to me that he 
vas appointed by any beſides St. Paul himſelf. So that 


my firſt Anſwer is, that the Ordination of Timothy, or the 


F Appointment of him to his peculiar Office, is not the thing 
here ſpoken of; and conſequently nothing can be collect- 
ed from hence in favour of Preſbyterian Ordination. But 
let it be granted, at preſent, that the Word ſignifieth the 
Ofce to which he was called; tho it do not found to that 
purpoſe. Let it be granted that an Aſſembly (if this Aus 
tho pleaſeth) of ſuch as were in thoſeDays called age a“ 
made up the pesCurteroy here ſpoken of. I aſſure him, if, 
inſtead of this Word, the Word Epi ſcopate had been uſed, 
I ſhould have been ſo far from 5 (as he ſuſpects) 
that I ſhould have thought it ſomething more to his pur- 
poſe, than the Word here uſed. For, 1. The very higheſt 
Cbrrch-Oficers called themſelves mee-575ge in thoſe Days; 


as he himſelf hath proved in the Page before; and there- 


fore a Company of the higheſt Eccleſiaſtical 7 may be 
en 


here called ag98v74;c, as he himſelf ſeems ſenſible, p. 83. 


Whereas I do not find that the moſt eminent and ſupreme 
Church Governors were ever call'd rg49Curiproy in thoſeDays; 
but the Word was generally given to a lower Degree. 


What 
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Presbyters had a Right to ſet apart not only Presbyten 


is manifeſt from the Context, then he doth not well e 


£02 A brief Defenſe of 
What he can collect from the bigheft Church-Officers 18, 

ing as a Presbytery, (i. e. as a Cempany met together for th be 
folemn Purpoſe) in favour of a lower Order of Mini ſin 
fince peculiarly call'd Presbyters, I cannot ſee. For iti 
impoſhble to argue, that ſome of the Apoſtles or Evan 
liſts acted as a Presbytery, i. e. as a Company in the ſe. 
ting apart Timothy to his Office; therefore thoſe whom 
mot hy was ſent to govern had a Right to meet, and act as; 
Presbytery in ordaining others. 2. If this Text proveam 
thing in favour of ſuch a Right, it equally proves thx 


to their Office, but even Evangeliſts, or ſuch Church-Oficn 
as Timothy was, to their Office : which is abſurd. 3. Le 
any one (judge whether it be in it ſelf credible, that Pr 
byters, ſo called in a peculiar Senſe, ſhould join in { 
ting apart Timothy to his Ofice, which was to govery, au 
or dain Perſons of the ſame Rank with themſelves. 4. Su 
poſing Presbyters peculiarly fo call'd were in this Comp 
Ny, (which doth not appear at all) and this were proper 
an Ordination, it will only follow. from hence that the 
may aſſiſt (with Officers ſuperior to themfelves ) at a 
Ordination; not that they may without any ſuch Office 
manage this Affair: which will be but of ſmall Advar 
tage to the Canſe this Author hath undertaken. 5. Ti 
{ſame may be ſaid with reſpe& to that Paſſage, Act, 13.1, 


2, 3. if any ſhould be fo weak as to urge it, to provethal 8 
Ordination was part of the Buſineſs of the ordinary Tracbe 2. 
or Presbyters in the Church. For if this were the Ording 
tion of St. Paul, it will follow from hence, not only tz, 


Presbyters have a Right of ordaining Presbyters; but alli 
that their Office was toordaineven Apoſtles themtelves, au 
to give them the Authority which they had in the Churd 
which is too abſurd to need any Conſutation. If it wet 
not an Ordination properly ſo called, but only a joinig 
in Prayer for the Grace of God to accompany St. Paul al 
Barnabas in the particular Work they were going about. 
as this Author ſeems in another place to' think, and 2 


me 
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rge this as an Inſtance of Presbyterian Ordination, as he 
ems to do, p. 111.0r, (as he doth, p. 85.) to prove that 
e Presbyters might join in ordaining Timothyto the Office 
an Evangeliſt, and Governor in the Church of Epheſus, 
r other Churches. For it will only follow from that In- 
ance (AF. 13. 1.) that Presbyters might join in invo- 
ing the Grace of God in a particular Caſe, in which even 
h Apoſtle was to exerciſe an Office which he already had; 
ot that they were ever called upon to join in the ſetting 
art a ſuperior Church-Officer to an Offce which he had 
pt before. I doubt, if ſuch Arguments as this be admit- 
Ain the Caſe of Ordinations properly ſb called, the like 
LB: be found for the Right of the Chriftian Laity to ordain, 
ce the Brother, whoſe praiſeis in the Goſpel is ſaid to be 
gehende C I Gnxanmgy,. to a peculiar Work, in which 
ords the Laity muſt needs be included, tho' not ſolely 
re meant The Truth of the Matter is, that not only 
esbyters, but all Chriſtians may very well join in pray- 
g, and ſetting apart Perſons to one peculiar Work for 


ich they had ſufficient Powers, and Authority before; 
4 Wd yet have no Right to confer the firſt Authority on theſe 
ry Perſons. So that if Timothy were an Evangeliſt be- 
by e, the Parallel holds: If not, the Inſtance alleged can- 


Wt prove any thing. And if he were, then this was not 
Ordination; nor can any thing be inferred from it in 

our of the Right of Presbyters to ordain. But what need 
any more Words, when this Author himſelf hath ac- 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
owledged that mezocu]iuer may ſignify a Company of the 
| beſt Carcb-Off.e., e How hes —4 this bo cheemed 
. 22 or poſitive Proof (which this Vriter ſo often 
„gas of in this Cauſe) of the Right of Presbyters to or- 
e If Mr. Daille could diſcover in this Text the whole 
rod of Presbyterian- Ordination, according to this Au- 
s Quotation, I think he might have ſpared his Satyr 
„n Dr. Hammond's Quick-ſightedneſs, and have kept 
"BE Slory of Prejudice, and great Diſcoveries to himſelf, 
„bus have I confidered all the Texts alleged by this Au- 
under his firſt Plea for the Right of Presbyters to or- 
; 1 | Dda * dain : 
i 
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dain: an, have, I hope, effectually ſhewn that there j 
not one of them which proves, either that they who 
in the New ITaſtament called Biſhops, or Overſeers, we 
called to the Office of ordaining others, or that any Cy 
Officers which anſwered to thoſe ſince peculiarly call 
Preſbyters,ever ſo much as aſſiſted at an Ordination ; my 
Jeſs, werethe fole Managers of that Affair. It appen 
to have been always in the Hands of Officers ſuperiort 
thoſe called at that time 'Eajoxom.-; 5475 
In anſwer therefore to his f,, Plea, I have ſhewn the 
Two Things, 1. That ſuppoſing Preſbyters to be the G 
cers in the New: Teſtament callel Biſhops, Which is H 
Foundation of this firſt Plea, it doth not at all foll 
that they were inveſted with this Right, becauſe it di 
not at all appear that thoſe who are there called Bi 
were ever thought to have any thing to do with it. Ai 
2. That ſuppoſing the Officers there called $:/hops va 
empowered to ordain, this alone wi l not juſtify a fl 
particular,Preſbyters in their actual Execution of that | 
er, after it hath by unverſal Conſent been given up, un 
good Reafons, to other Perfons ; aud ſetled by long a 
immemorial Cuftom in other Hands; which I hope, m 
be thought ſufficient in anſwer to this firſt ea. 


Sect, 2, The Plea taken from the Commiſſion given to Pl 
HERS: byters, examined, | | 


The Second Plea made uſe of, by the Author I am . 
conſidering, in favour of the Right of Preſbyters to ori 
is taken from their Commiſion : And the Argument foul 
ed upon this, is thus drawn up by himſelf, p. 91. Pr 
ters are by virtue of their Office empowered to erdain : 

therefore their Ordinations, when managed piouſiy, and 
dently, cannot be null, or invalid, or unacceptable to Gul 
_ The Connexion here, he ſaith, cannot be conteſted : Mic 
if the Power of Ordination belong to the Office of ao 
byter, the Exerciſe of that Power cannot be called in qu) 
- 65 a Nullity, But, with Submiſſion, I think the Com! 


C 
* 
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e many very juſtly be conteſted, even upon his own. 
V nciples. For ſuppoſing all Preſbyters to have been ori- 
"ally em powered to ordain; yet if they were left with 
liberty either cf exerciſing this Right themſelves, or of 
ing it in the Hands of ſingle Perſons appointed to pre- 
e and govern amongſt them, (as this Author acknow- 
geth) and they themſelves have thought beſt, and 
| for the good of the Church, to introduce this xt 
ſdency amongſt themſelves; and to confine the Exerciſe 
this wer of Ordination to the fixed Preſidents by Uni- 
rſal Conſent , then, I ſay, it will not be a ſufficient 
ſtification of the Ordinations of any particular Preſby- 
to allege, that they have originally the Right to ordain: 


- or that will not prove, in this Caſe, that they may, 
abi to God, exerciſe it whenever they ſee fit. 


here muſt be other Reaſons to juſtify this, .drawn from 
e Exigencies and Neceſſities of the Church : By which 
one this can be defended; Juſt as it is in the Caſe of 
il Government, Suppoſing every Member of the Senate 
a mere Commou- wealth had originally the Power of gran- 
ig Commiſſions to ſome ſort of Officers: But ſhould all 
rec to devolve this Power upon one ſingle Perſon, whe- 
ger called King, or Protector, or Stadtholder, from this 
Ine all Commiſtions muſt be given in his Name; and it 
W1it be unjuſtifiable in any Members of this Senate to act 
W oppoſition to him, and give Commiſſions in their own, 
tight, notwithſtanding that original Right which they. 
Night pretend to. Suppoſing therefore, that he can 
Prore the original Right of Preſbyters to ordain, yet we ſee 
Je Exerciſe of it may be invalid, and unacceptable to God. 
Hat as we find his Concluſion far from certain, and indiſ- 
utable, even granting the Truth of his Premiſes; ſo we 
all, Iam perſuaded, upon Examination, find the Aſ- 
ion upon which he builds this Concluſion, void of all 
55 Evidence and Proof as he would gladly ſuppoſe it 
have. < * 8 
m proof of the original Right of Preſbyters to ordaing 
is Author, appeals to the grand Hiniſterial Commiſſion, 
X 3 Matth. 
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Matth. 28. 19, 20. Go ye, i and teach all Nations, Bapti 
zing them in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, aw 
of the Holy Ghoſt, Teaching them to obſerve all things wha. 
ſoever I have commanded you, And lo, I am with you alwgy 
to the End of the World. From hence he argues thus 
Either this Commiſion doth empower the Apoſtles to ordan 
Succeſſors in the Sacred Miniſtry, or it doth not. If ith 
not, 7t is an imper fect Commiſion, and inſufficient for the Cn 
tinuation of a Goſpel-Miniſtry to the End of the World, « 
cording to the Promiſe annext. If it did empower the Apoſll 
to Ordain, (as without doubt it muff) then the Ordaining 
Power muft be comprebended under Diſcipling, and Bayt: 
zjng, and Teaching to obſerve whatever he had command 
And the ſame Power muſt be convey'd together with the M 
ui fterial-Office, to all whom they inveſted in this Office wi 
virtue of this Commiſton. Again, So that if this Conn 
fron warranted the Apoſtles to ordain others to ſucceed then 
the ſtanding Work of the Miniſtry; and warrants Biſhops 
ordain other Miniſters, it warrants Presbyters alſo by wr 
of their Office to do the like, p. 92, 93. This is the Sum 
of his Argument in his own Words, the Force of which! 
ſhall now endeavour to examine: Premiſing only, tha 
T hope he will not expect that I ſhould be led by Ati 
rities of Modern Authors, (when he himſelf hath fo ofte 
declared againſt it) in a matter of Mere Fudgment, al 
Reaſoning ; or yield to Great Names, without confiderif 
the Grounds upon which their Aſſertions are built. 1 
the Argument now propoſed, I have many things to rep 
which ſeem worthy of Conſideration, 0 | 
1. Suppoſing, what this Author contends for, that th | 
was the Commiſion by which the Apoſtles were empower! 
to 07dain others to ſucceed them in their Minifry , it vil 
not follow that all whom they appointed to an Eccljj 
aſtical Ofice, were appointed to all the Offices which 
ſuppoſeth to be included in the Words here uſed. Th 
utmoſt of what he can contend to be meant here is, til 
our Saviour commiſſioned his Apoſtles to go. forth into ul 
World, to endezyour, by themſelyes, and others "y * 
1 
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hey ſhould appoint, to convince Men that He was the 
ſeſlab ſent of. God; to baptize thoſe who ſhould believe 
2 as ſuch; and then to teach all ſuch Perſons fully, 
nd completely, the Conditions of his Inſtitution: And 


aptis 
; and 


phat. 


Iway 


thi. ne utmoſt of what can be included in this Commiſſion is 
dan his, that the Apofles were required to take Care both by 
itbhWhicmſclves, and others whom they were to appoint, that 
are Will of Chriſt ſhould be performed in theſe ſeveral 


„ a6 


oftl 


ning 


nſtances. Well then, what can be collected from hence? 
Is it not fairly left to the Apoſtles themſelves (who were 
ffterwards to be endowed with the Holy Ghoſt from above) 


apt: o call Perſons to which of theſe Offices they ſhould ſee 
lt ? Might not they completely anſwer this their Truſt, 
 M-Wppoſing they appointed ſome Perſons to baptize, and 
ce ot to teach; others to teach, and not to ordam ; others 
mn | o ordain, and teach? And is it not evident that the 
enn 


n miſton of others was to be judged of by what the Apo- 
les thought fit to entruſt to them, not by what our Sa- 
Sour thought fit to entruſt to the Apoſtles, themſelves? 
The fr Anſwer therefore, is this, that ſuppoſing this 
he full Commiſton of the Apoſtles, it appears they might 
ulfil it, and all the Ends of it might be anſwered, by 
heir appointing different Orders for different Offices in 
he Church; and therefore that it doth not follow that 
hey muſt have given the ſame Powers to all whom they 
rdained, which Chriſt gave to them in theſe Words: Nor 
loth it follow that this is the Commiſton of Presbyters in 
Wuch ſenſe as that they are empowered by it to ordain 
thers, becauſe the Apoſtles were. And indeed this is 
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t thy he Point which this Author, inftead of proving, takes 
wer or granted, viz. That this is a Commiſion to Presbyters ' 
tung o 07dain, becauſe it was ſo to the Apoſtles: Whereas 
cc lere is no Conſequence in this Argument. This may be 


he original Commiſion | by which Chriſt declared to the 


„les, that it was his Will that Diſciples ſhould be made, 
przed and inſtrufed, and conſequently that there ſhould 
0 He Officers in the Church for all theſe purpoſes : But it 
wh Y loth not at all follow from hence that it was his Will 


.D as that 


408 A brief Defenſe of 
that every one who ſhould be appointed to teach, ſhouli 
likewiſe/be empowered to appoint others to teach: Ny 
is it in the leaſt imply'd in theſe Words. This is the 

thing to be prov'd, that this is in ſuch ſenſe the Com 
fon of all Teachers, as to commiſion them to be Ordainen 
of others likewiſe. Granting therefore that the Apoſlly 

by this Commiſion were empowered to ordain Perſons 90 


| | and 
the ſeveral Offices here mentioned; I ſee not the Juſtneß Con 
of the Inference this Writer draws from hence, viz. That WM orig 
they alſo whom by virtue of this Commiſſion they fixt in t in t 


Miniftry, were by the ſame Commiſſion empowered to or dan 
others alſo : Becauſe by virtue of this very Commiſſion the 
Apoſtles might have appointed ſome Perſons only to teach 
without any other Powers; and others to baptize ; ad 
others to ordain; and fo have as fully anſwered the In 
tent of it, as 1t they had appointed one ſort of Officers to 
do every one of theſe Offices. And ſurely this Author 
will not ſay, that it was abſolutely neceſſary to the ful 
Rilling this Commiſion, that the Apoſtles ſhould give the 


tree from the Government of ſupe/ ĩor Officers. If there 
fore, it do not reſult from the Nature of the Thing, or 
the Words here uſed, that the Apoſtles were oblig'd to 
give to all Teachers the Power of Crdination; then muſt 
we enquire into the future Behaviour of the Apoſtles, to 
know what Oficers they conſtituted, and what Powers 
they granted to them: And J have ſufficiently proved, 
in the Anſwer to the foregoing Plea, that there is no rea- 
fon from any Rule laid down, or any Example mention d 
in the New Teffament, to think that the Power of Ordina- 
tion was given to thoſe Officers (called Biſhops, or Over- 
ſeers there) which anſwered to our Preſbyters, notwitit 
ſtanding that they were called to teach Chriſtians, and 
to feed the Flock of Chriſt. It is of ſnall Importance to 
urge (as this Author doth) that as for thoſe Offices that wer? 
#o continue to the End of the World, this Wr 
1 | - dife 


c: 
Power of ordaining to all to whom they gave Commiſion WW f 
to teach. Nor can it be ſaid, that the Ofice! of ordai. \ 
ning doth ſo belong to that of teaching, as to be infe : 
parable from it, any more than the Privilege of being 
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liference; and that whomſoever it empowers to baptize, 
md teach, it equally empowers to diſcharge all other farts of 
the Miniſterial Function which were defigned to continus in the 
Gurch. I fay, this is of ſmall Importance, ſince this 
Commiſion, as I have already ſaid, did not oblige the 
Apoſtles to grant all Powers to all Teachers in the Church; 
and ſince he hath advanced no Proof, that this is the 
Commi ſion of Presbyters in any other ſenſe, than 2s it is the 
original Declaration of Chriſt that there ſhould be Trachers 
in the Church; or as the Apoſtles were certainly commanded 
and empowered by it, to ſee that there ſhould be Officers 
for theſe Purpoſes in the Church: But tho the . Apoſtles 
were thus empowered, it doth not follow that every Of- 
fer they appointed in the Church was thus empower d. 
And again, tho' this Commiſion makes no expreſs Diffe- 
rence, that is, tho it doth not ſay, that he who is cal- 
led to teach in the Church, ſhall not be called to ardain 


likewiſe; yet it doth not follow that evety one who is 


called to teach, is therefore called to ordain. Notwith- 
ſtanding that no difference of Officers is here made in 
Words, the Apoſtles were left to their own Judgments, 
and the Guidance of the Holy Spirit, whether there ſhould 
be a diſtinction of Officers in the Church, or not: And 
conſequently whether one ſort, or more, were appointed 
by them for the Offices deſigned to continue in the Church, 
muſt be collected trom their ſucceeding Behaviour. Again, 
It may as well be proved from hence, that all Eccleſt- 
— Teachers hadun the firſt Age the Powers of Apo- 
les, as that they have ſince the Powers of Biſhops proper+ 
y ſo called. For here is no difference made as to Offices at 
all: And therefore if this be the Commi ſton both of the 4. 
poftles, and of the Preſbyters whom they ordained; in the 
lame ſenſe; then had thoſe Presbyters the ſame Powers which 
the Apoſtles had. If not in the ſame ſenſe, then the Power 
of Ordination may be excepted as well as any other Fower, 
for any thing that here appears to the contrary.' If this 
be not the full Commiſion of the Apoſtles, then might they, 
notwithitanding this, have another Commiſion, together 
with the guidance of the Holy Ghoſt, for the aſſigning, or 
8 | not 
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not aſſigning diftin® Officers to diſtin? Works in the Ch, 


and yet that diſtinct Oficers might be appointed for the 


thods they were to take in the Execution of their Commiſ- 


have themſelves in the Office to which he had called 


2 Promiſe of ſending the Holy Ghoſt to guide and direct 


tian Church, as ſhould ſeem beſt, The reſult of what | 
have contended for under this firſt Reply is, that this may 
be the Commiſon to the Apoſtles to ordain Succe ſſors in th 
Sacred Miniſtry, and yet not oblige them to ordain all t 
all Offices: and conſequently that they might afterward 
make a diſtinction of Offcers notwithſtanding this Con- 
mi ſion : That this might be a ſuffcient Commiſſion for the 
Continuation of a Goſpel Mini ſtry to the End of the World 


diftin# Offices here mentioned: That Ordina ton might be 
comprebended under Diſcip ling, and Baptizing, and Teach- 
ing, i. e. that the Apoſtles might be commiſſioned in 
theſe Words to take Care that there ſhould be Officers in 
the Church to ordain Perſons to all theſe Offices, and yet 
It need not be imply'd in theſe Words, that all Office- 
whom they ſhould call to teach, ſhould be called like- 
wiſe to ordaii others to teach. In one Word, granting 
his Premiſes, I can ſee no Foundation for the Concluſion 
he draws from them : Nor hath he himſelf advancedany 
thing but his own Affirmations in proof of it 

2. That this was a Commiſfton given to the Apoſ les, and 
deſigned to ſignify what their main Buſineſs in the World 
was to be, I freely grant: But that it was deſigned either 
as their full Commiſſion, or as a full Declaration of the Me- 


fron, I ſeenot the leaſt Ground to think. During our 
Lord's Life they were inſtructed by Himſelf how to be- 


them. When he was going to be taken from them, he 
tells them indeed what their main Buſineſs was to be in 
the World : But he not only doth this, but gives them 


them in the management of their great Office. This Com- 
[miſſion therefore may be a Declaration, in general, what 
their Buſineſs was to be: But not ſo particular as that 
they might not afterwards have fuller Declarations con- 
cerning the ſame : And this Commiſion it ſelf not confi- 
ning them to any one particular Method of rigonting 
ES : * * t ef 
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they might afterwards be directed in their Choice of the |, 
beſt Method, ſince they are not commanded in this ei- 
ther to make, or not to make, a diſtinction in Eccleſ- 
aftical Officers, So that it is no ſuch Abſurdity as this 
Author would repreſent it, to ſuppoſe that this Commiſ- 
fon was not properly their full and perfect Cmmiſſon; 
ſince they might have full and ſufficient Commiſtons from 
the Holy Spirit afterwards, without any Reflexion upon 
our Lord, who ſent this Spirit to ſupply his own Place: 
or to affirm, that the Apoſtles themſelves were not dire- 
Qed in theſe Words to o7dain others; ſince they might 
have afterwards ſufficient, and expreſs Dired1ons for this 
purpoſe from the Holy Ghoſt. The Words, therefore, now 
before us may be fully ſufficient to the purpoſe intended 
Ly our Lord, viz. the Declaration of the Nature of their 
Office in general; and yet their particular Direction, and 
Commiſſion to ordain other Miniſters might be given them 
afterwards by the Holy Spirit. Particularly I do not ſee 
how this could be the Commiſion by which St. Paul or- 
dained Presbyters: Nor conſequently how the Presbyters 
whom he ordained could plead this Commiſton for their 
Right to ordain. If therefore it be not at all neceſſary 
to ſuppoſe that this is the Commiſion even of the Apaffles 
themſelves to ordain; (which is the only Ground of the 
preſent Plea, this at once deſtroys the Argument for Freſ- 
byterian Ordination taken from this Commiſſion. 

3. Either the Apoſtles might afterwards make a diſtin- 
ction in Eccleſiaſtical Officers, notwithſtanding this Com- 
niſion, or not. If they might, then this Commiſſion lig- 
nifieth nothing to prove that all who are called to teach, 
are called likewiſe to ordaiu; and conſequently, if this 
be granted to be the Commiſſion of all Presbyters, it may be 
a Commiſion to them only to teach, and baptize, and not 
likewiſe to ordain. If they might not; then neither was 
it left to them to bebar the firſt Presbyters from Ordina- 
tion, or to appoint Timothy, and ſuch ſuperior Officers to 
that Work. For if it was our Lord's — Will (as 


this Aut har contends) that the ſame Perſons that ſhould 
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be called to teach, ſhonld alſo be called to ordain; ho 
could the of TORY their debarring thoſe whom they 
called to teach, from Ordination; or what Reaſons can 
poſſibly be found out for ſuch a Procedure? But it is ma- 
nifeſt that they did debar the firſt Presbyters from Ordi- 
nation, and appoint other Offcers for that Office. From 
wWhence it appears to me to follow that they might not- 
withſtanding this Commiſion, appoint that ſome Officers 
mould be called, in future Ages, to teach in the Church, 
and others, diſtinct from theſe, to ordain, as well as to 
teach. So that granting this to be a Commiſion both with 
reſpect to teaching and o7daining in the Church, yet it may 
be a Commiſion to ſome to teach; and tv others, diſtinct 

from theſe, to ordain as well as teach. But, pros 
4. Suppoſing it to be a Commiſion by which the ſame 
Perfons were inveſted with the Right both of teaching and 
ordaining, yet if the Apoſtles afterwards thought fit to 
reſtrain the Exerciſe of this latter Right, and to ſignify 
their Will that the ordinary Presbyters and Teachers ſhould 
not put it in Execution; it cannot juſtify any Presbyters 
in their Ordinations to allege this Commiſion : As this Au- 
tbor grants in another Place, p. 85. where he in effect 
acknowledges that if it can be proved that the Supe/ crit) 
of ſuch Officers as Timothy and Titus was deſigned to con- 
tinue, this will be ſufficient for the diſtinction of Officers 
now contended for. I ſee not the leaſt Reaſon indeed 
from any thing in the Ner- Tuſtament, to think that any 
ſuch Right was ever ſuppoſed by the Apofles originally to 
belong to Presbyters, or to Perſons there called Biſhops. 1 
appeal to any one, whether the beſt Judgment we can pals 
in this Caſe, onght not to be founded upon their manifeſt 
Behaviour, when there were Numbers both of Laity and 
Piesbyters in the Church; and whether it be not a good 
Argument that St. Paul knew nothing of ſuch a Right be- 
Jonping to Presbyters, that he appointed ſuperior” Uſictrs 
to ordary in Places where there was a Number of Presby- 
ters already ſetled. But if any chuſe rather to ſay, that 
the appointing ſuch Officers was only a Suſpenſion Þ the 
| * | | . 
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Exerciſe of that Right in Presbyters; not a denying them 
the Right it ſelf ; 1 onby deſire to know of what'Signifi- 
cancy this Commiſfion' is to empower Presbyters to ordain, 
it the Apoſtles immediately debarred them from the Exer- 
cſe of their Power, and might have bebarred them from 
it, (as this Author in effect acknowledgeth, and no one 
can deny) thro all Ages of the Church. For this will a- 
mount to the ſame thing, as if our Lord had given them, 
in theſe Words, no Right at all to this Office. Either 
therefore this Commiſion gives to Presbyters an uncontrol- 
lable Right to ordain, or only a Right, the Exerci ſe whereof 
might afterwards be controlled and reſtrained. Not an 
wicontrollable Right, becauſe: we find the Apoſtles did im- 
mediately controll, and reſtrain the Exerciſe of it by ap- 
pointing aſuperior ſort of Church-Officers to manage the 
Affair of Ordination in Places where there were already a 
ſufficient Number of P/esbyters. And if only a Rigbt, the 
Exerciſe whereof might be controlled and reſtrained this 
will be of no more Importance than no Right at all. For 
then our only Euquirywill be, whether the Apoſtles thought 
fit that Presbyters ſnould ever exerciſe this Right or not; 
and if it appear they did not, this original Right will, 
by their own Acknowledgment, ſignify no more than if 
they had had no ſuch Right at all. Sothat they muſthave 
recourſe to other Arguments, diſtinct from this Commiſion, 
to juſtify themſelves, viz. to ſuch as prove that it was 
the Apoſtles Will that the Presbyters of ſucceeding Ages 
ſhould exerciſe this Power of Ordination, tho it be mani- 
feſt beyond all Contradiction that they denied it to great 
Numbers of Presbyters of their own Age, and very proba- 
ble from thence that they did ſo to all of the ſame Order. 
But if any ſhould ſay, that the Exerciſe of this Power 
might be reſtrained by the Apoſtles for a Time, notwith-- 
ſtanding this Commiſion, tho it could not for ever; it is 
natural to enquire on what Grounds this is ſaid ; ſince it 
is manifeſt that there is nothing in this Commiſion which 
gives aLicenſe to the Apoſtles to reſtrain Presbyters from 
0/4aining for a Time, any more than for ever; and that 


there & 
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there could be no peculiar Reaſon for them to reſttain the 
Presbyters of their own Age from it, unleſs it be that they 
were certainly fitter for the Work than the Presbyters of 


many of the ſucceeding Ages were like to be. So that 
granting this to be a Commiſion empowering Presbyters 


not only to teach, but to ordain; yet it being given with 
ſuch Limitations that the Apoſtles might afterwards debar 
them from the Exerciſe of their Power of Ordination; this 
Commi ſton it ſelf can ſignify nothing, unleſs it be like- 
wiſe ſhewn that it was the Apoſtles Will afterwards that 
Presbyters ſhould exerciſe this Right. All the Scripture- 
proof for this hath been fairly examined under the for- 
mer Plea ; and no Intimation of any ſuch Vill of the Apo- 
Fles found in their Vritings, but a great deal to the con- 
trary © as in the former Chapter ſeveral Arguments have 
been advanced to the contrary, and defended from the 
Objections made againſt them. | 

5. The Commiſton of Fresbyters is ſufficiently known 
from the Will of the Apoſtles declared about them, with- 


out having recourſe to the Declaration made by Chrif- 
himſelf concerning the Buſineſs of the Apoſtles,and Churcb- 


Officers in general, thro' all Ages of the Church : as the 
full Commiſion of the Apoſtles themſelves was made known 
to them by the Holy Ghoſt, and immediate Inſpiration, 
after our Lord's Death. It was not in the leaſt 1 
that our Lord ſhould declare his whole Will in theſe 


Points, ſince the Holy Ghoſt was afterwards to be ſent, in 


order to give his Apoſtles all neceſſary Directions: And 
it is in every reſpect as much for the Good of the Chri- 


ian Church, that the Apoſtles ſhould declare the Commiſſion 


of Presbyters, as that our Lord himſelf ſhould. And if 
we have recourſe to the Apoſtolical Writings, all that we 


can find poſitively declared concerning them is, that 


their Commiſion is to teach the Chriſtian Church, or to 
feed the Flock of Chriſt; and we can draw a negative Ar- 


gument from the no mention of any ſuch part of their 


Office, and from the Appointment of other Officers - 
| N that 
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that Work, that the Rigbt of Ordination was not in their 
Commiſion. i | 1 

3. It peculiarly becomes this Author, who hath ſo of- 
ten ſpoken of plain, and poſitive Proof from Scripture, to 
conſider whether this Commiſion to which he appeals, 
comes up to that Character, or not. The Word Ordinati- 
on is not mentioned it it: Nor is this given to the Apo- 
fler as a Commiſſion to be given to all Teachers : Nor is it 
either ſaid or implied in it, that all who are called to 
teach, or baptixe, are likewiſe called to ordain others to 
thoſe Offices, That a greater Number of modern Divines 
have taken this for the only Commi ſion by which Presby- 
ters act their Part in the Church, is no Argument that it 
is truly ſo; and ſuppoſing it to be ſo, it doth not follow 
that Ordination 1s part of their Office, becauſe this may 
be their Commiſion to teach without commiſſioning them 
to ordain : And yet theſe Two Things are the main Sup- 
ports of this preſent Plea, 78 

7. I hope this Author will excuſe me from regarding 
what he alleges from the Fewiſh Church, whilſt he him- 
ſelf puts the whole upon the Authority of the New Teſta- 
ment; whilſt he himſelf at the ſame time diſcards the 
like Arguments, when uſed againſt an Opinion of his 
own; and neglects the Affirmation of St, Jerome himſelf, 
the great Patron of Presbyters, hyho in the ſame Epiſtle in 
which he maintains their Cauſe, ſtiles the Diſtindion be- 
tween Biſhops and Presbyters ( peculiarly fo called) an 
Apoſtolical Tradition; and affirms it to have been taken 
from the Old Teftament, and to anſwer to the Diſtin@ion 
between Aaron and his Sons: as he doth likewiſe in ano- 
ther place, This, I ſuppoſe, will not be allowed of: 
And yet if the firſt Founders of the Chriſtian Religion 
thought fit to make any thing in their Religion, or the 
Appendages of it, to correſpond to ſome Things in the 
Jewiſh, I appeal to all Perſons, whether it be not-moft 
probable in it ſelf, that they ſhould order this Correſpond- - 
ence to relate to thoſe Circumſtances of it which were ap- 
pointed by God, and recorded in the Old Teftament, than 
to 
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to ſuch as were determined by Humane Prudence after. 
wards. However true the Matter here affirmed by thi 
Author may be, of the Juſtneſs of which I do not here 
make my ſelf a Judge; this is certain, that it no mor 
reſults from a Perſon's being ordained himſelf to teac 
that he is empowered to ordain others to the ſame (fig 
than it doth from a Perſon's being empowered to act the 
part of a Juſtice of Peace, that he is thereby empowerel 
not only to do the Office of a Fuftice himſelf, but alfot 
give the ſame Commiſion to others; no more than it re 
ſults from a Perſon's being baptized, that he is empowerel 


thereby to baptize others. And, therefore, ſuppoſing thy 


*the Fewiſh Teachers were always allowed to ordain other 
to the Office of a Teacher, it doth not in the leaſt folloy 
that it muſt be ſo in the Chriſtian Church, becauſe it is at 


leaſt full as much for the Intereſt, and Honour of the 
"(Chriftian Inſtitution, that Ordination ſhonld be in Hand 


diſtin& from the ordinary Teachers of the Church. Nay, 
Iwill add, more fo, as appears from the Behaviour of the 


whole Body of antient Fresbyters,: who found themſclve 
* (according to the greateſt modern Patrons of their Cauſe 


"obliged in Prudence to reſtrain their cwn Exerciſe of thi 
* Right of Ordination, and to lodge it in the Hands of a ſi 
perior Degree of-Church-Officers. Beſides, the way by which 
any Light hath been given by ſuch Arguments as this, hati 
not been by ſaying that there was ſuch a Cuſfom, or ſucl 
an Office in the Fewiſh Church, therefore there muſt be 


ſomething anſwering to this in the Chriſtian Church but 


by ſhewing that there are actually in the New-Te amen 


Expreſſions about Cuſtoms or Offcers, which may very 
well be explained ſo as to correſpond to ſuch or ſuch par- 
"ticular parts of the Fewiſh Conſtitution. Whereas under 


this, and the foregoing Plea, I have ſhewn that there1s 


none amongſt all the Paſſages alleged in favour of Fre: 
byterian Ordination, which implies in it any ſuch Right in 


Leachers, but ſeveral which do the contrary; and there 
fore this Argument can have no force; becauſe there 1810 


Power in the Chriſtian Presbyters, ſpoken of in the New-I- 


ſt ament, 
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nent, which can correſpond to the Power he here ſuppo- 
ſeth to have been in the Fewiſh Teachers. 

8. If our Lord himſelf, in the Words we are now con- 
fidering, empowers Presbyters to ordain, ſome Queſtions 
naturally offer themſelves, | LE | 

1. How came they, in ſeveral Churches, to be reſtrained 
by the 4poſtles themſelves ; and denied the Exerciſe of 
this Right immediately after their Commiſion was given 
them: and this without any Apology for ſo doing; with- 
out any Acknowledgment that this Right did origmally 
belong to them; without any Declaration that it was only 
for preſent Expediency, and for prudent Conſiderations 
ſuſpended for a Seaſon ; but that the Exerciſe of it ſhould 
be reſtored again to them very ſoon ? Why do we meet 
with nothing like this? And why do we find the firſt 
Presbyters dealt with by St. Paul, exactly as he would have 
| dealt with them, had they not had originally the Right of 

Ordination? To this Queſtion I find no Anſwer attempted: 
nor can I think of any that can be returned. 

2. If this Reſtraint were deſigned to be taken off, after 
the Death of the Apoſtles, and ſuch Officers as Timothy, 
and Titus how comes it that in all the Accounts of the 
Primitive Church we read of fingle Perſons ſucceeding them 
in their Stations, and Offices ? How comes it that imme- 
diately upon their Deaths, we find the ſame Reſtraint, 
and the ſame Diſtindion ſpoken of with ſo much Zeal in 
Iznatius's Epiſtles e 7 

3. If this Reſtraint were deſigned to be taken off after 
the Death of the Apoſtles; and accordingly removed ; 
es our Adver ſaries contend ; ) bow, and when was it im- 
poſed again upon them? Which is the intermediate Time 
m which they did exerciſe this Right of Ordination? 
Which is the Time when the Reſtraint was laid upon them 
again ? And how comes it that their Ordinations were al- 
ways diſapproved, and condemned, and their Right to 
this Work always denied? " ag 

This laſt Queſtion this Author ſeems ſo much aware of 
as to be willing to add ſomething under this Head ſuffi- 

5 E e : cient; 
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cient, either to prevent, oranſwer it : which I muſt there. 
fore conſider, becauſe it is almoſt the whole of what he 
pretends to allege for his Cauſe out of the-Records of 
Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, 

Firſt, he ſaith, that in ſome Parts of the Chriſtian Church 
it is not very difficult to fix the Time of this Reſtraint upiy 
Presbyters. The only Inſtance he produceth is that of the 
Church of Alexandria, in which he ſaith St. Jerome tell 
us that for above Two Hundred Tears the Presbyters cſs 
and ſet apart their Biſhop. From whence he argues, that 
if Presbyters in this Church of Alexandria inveſted, ay 
conferred Power and Authority on their Biſhop, and the Vs 
lidity of this Ad of theirs remained unqueſtionable, mud 
more might they confer Orders on Presbyters. And, left 
there ſhouldnot appear Reaſon enough in the Argument 

it ſelf, he adds, that this Argument Mr, Baxter often tell 
us was eſteemed unanſwerable by as great a Man ac Ardbbi 
ſhop Uſher, p, 100. I have often told this Autho/ how lit 
tle I am moved with great Names in Matters of Judgment; 
nor will he, I well know, yield to the Force of ever) 
Argument (in other Points) which Archbiſhop Lie, 
thought unanſwerable: And there fore I hope he will git 
me leave freely to examine the Force of this Argument, 
For I am fo far from thinking it unanſwerable, that I cat 
not help thinking it will be found to prove the very col 
trary to the Deſign of this Author in alleging it. For, 

1. Either this Biſhop whom the Presbyters of Alexandria 
conſtituted from the very Time of St. Mark the Evangelif, 
to the Time of Heraclas and Dionyſius, was no more than 

a Prime-Presbyter, or Prefident of the Council of Presbyters; 
or he was a Biſhop in the peculiar Senſe of the Word, Ii 
he were no more than a Frime-Presbyter, it will not for 

low that becauſe they choſe their own Preſident, therefore 
much more they might ordain other Presbyters, which is the 

Argument here uſed. For it is a much leſs thing for Pet: 

{ons of the ſame Office met together to chuſeone of then 

ſelves to preſide amongſt themſelves, for the better Mi 


nagement of their Joint Connſels, than to call other 10 
4 | | ont 
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ſons to their own Office, in which they had no part be- 
fore. But if he were a Biſhop in the peculiar Senſe of the 
Word (as I doubt not St. Ferome meant, and this 4rgument 
ſuppoſeth) then here is Demonſtration of the Diſtm&on | 
between Biſhops and Presbyters from the very Days of the 
Apoſtles. 

2 This very chuſing themſelves a Biſhop is ſo far from 
proving that they were not under Reſtraint in the Point 
of Ordination, that it is the very putting themſelves under 
that Reftraint : as a Peoples chuſing any Perſon, from a- 
mongſt themſelves, to be their King, reſtrains that Right, 
which was originally in them, of granting Commiſtons of 
leſſer Importance; and is deſigned to devolve the Power 
of doing this upon this ſingle Perſon, ſo far is it from 
proving that they themſelves continue to exerciſe it. And, 
according to St. Ferome, the Preſbyters chuſing and ſetting 
a Biſhop over themſelves, is the thing which put a Period 
to their ruling the Churches in common, and with a pro- 
per Equality : And from the very Time of their doing 
this, they muſt, according to him, be under Reſtraints. 
So that inſtead of arguing, the Presbyters choſe their Bi- 
ſhop, a ſuperior Officer; therefore much more ordained 
Presbyters : J argue, the Presbyters of Alexandria choſe to 
themſelves Biſhops from the very Time of the Apoſtles ; 
therefore from that Time they were reſtrained from or- 
daining other Presbyters, ſuppoſing they had an original 
Right to that Work. For what, I pray, is that Reſtraint 
which Blondel, and this Author contend that the Presbyters 
volunterily put themſelves under, near the middle of the 
| Second Century; but what reſulted from their chuſing,from 
amongſt themſelves, Governors whom they called Brſhops © 
And what is that Reſtraint which St. Ferome ſpeaks of, but 
the very Order that one ſhould be choſen from among 
the Presbyters, to whom the Care of the Church ſhould be in 
a peculiar Senſe committed ? Nay, ſuppoſing this Perſon, 
choſen by them, to have been only a Prime-Presbyter, what 
Iam ſaying is ſo evident, that Blondel himſelf acknow- 
edges ſucha Reſtraint upon the Presbytersby their * 
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of a Prime-Presbyter, as that nothing was afterwards to be 
done, in which he was not to bear a principal part. And 
St. Ferome's only Deſign being to point out the Occaſion 
of that Diſtinction between Byhops and Presbyters, which 
prevailed in his Days, and on which the Reſtraint put up- 
on Presbyters,according to him, was ſetled in the Church, 
to be ſure he could mean nothing in theſe Words leſs 
than to prove that this Reſtraiut was in the Church of Alex. 
andria from the Time of St, Mark, by ſnewing that from 
that Time the Presbyters of that Church had choſen Biſbops 
and placed them over themſelves. For the Sentence go- 
ing before is to this purpoſe, that tho” in his Opinion the 
Original Deſign was that Preshyters ſhoul1 govern by their 
Presbyteries; yet that afterwards one was choſen from 2 
mongſt them to be ſet over the reſt; and that this was 
deſigned for the preventing ſome Abu ſes and Schiſms. To 
. prove this,, he appeals to the Church of Alexandria, in 
which he faith the Presbyters, even from the Time of St. 
Mark, had choſen one from amongſt themſelves, whom 
they called peculiarly by the Name of Biſbop, to be ſure 
for the Purpoſe above mentioned, in remedium,ſchiſmatis 
If therefore the Diſtinction in his Days between the Of 
ces of Biſhops and Prieſts was in remedium ſchiſmatis, it fol 
lows that this Election of a Biſhop (which he here ſpeaks iſ 
of) was for the ſame End. For no one can ſay but that 
St. Jerome is here ſpeaking of that Choice of a Bi 
which reſtrained the Exerciſe of the Powers of Presbyters, 
whatever he ſuppoſed them to be. | 

3. It doth not in the leaſt follow from the Presbyter: i 
chuſing their own Biſhops, that they pretended to ordan i 
Presbyters : and yet the whole of this Argument is four 
ded upon their chuſing their own Biſhops. Suppoſe it be 
aid of any Company of Men, that they met together, 
and choſe one from amongſt themſelves, and having pln 
eed him by that means in an higher Station, they calle 


him King - doth it follow that becauſe they thus made 

him Ning, therefore to be ſure they did what is of leſſer 

Importance; that therefore any of them, or all of on 
| 1 alter 
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after this gave Commi ſions to other Officers under this 
King ? No, From the time of that Election he 1s, by the 

will of God, and the Law of Nature, inveſted with all 
que Authority; and it is his Buſineſs to give Commſ- 
ſons to all Inferior Officers. juſt ſo it is in the Caſe before 
us. Let it be granted that thoſe Presbyters choſe one out 
of their Number, and that having by that means placed 
him in an higher Station, they called him Biſbop; which 
is all that St. Jerome ſaith, it will not follow from hence 
| that after this Election, they aſſumed to themſelves to 
| give Commiſſions to Inferior Eccleſiaſtical Officers: But 

rather that from this time, this was one of his peculiar 
| Buſineſſes ; as I have juſt now been obſerving, 

4. As there is no Conſequence in the Argument drawn 
from hence: 80 neither doth St. Ferome give the leaſt 
colour to ſuch an Argument, but in the ſame place uſeth 
ſach Expreſſions as abſolutely overthrow it. He doth 
" Wh "ot ſay that theſe Presbyters conferr'd Power, and Aut ho- 
© WT ity upon their Biſſop: Nor doth it follow from what he 
ſaith, any more than it follows from a Prince's nomina» 
ting a Perſon to a Biſhoprick, that ſuch Nomination is the 
ole Authority by which he acts in Eccleſaſtical Matters, 
He may, notwithſtanding this, derive his Authority from 
the Will of God, tho' the inſtant of the Election be the 
Ame from whence the Vill of God concerning his Autho- 
rity muſt be ſuppoſed to take Place. And therefore this 
Author doth not well to add ſuch Expreſſions as theſe to 
J thoſe in St. Ferome, to embelliſn his Argument, which 
J at laſt muſt reſt wholly upon that Pather. Again, he 
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- uſeth the Word Epiſcopus, in a peculiar ſenſe, as fignify- 
i ing an Oficer diſtinct from Presbyters. The ſame Word he 
0 JW ſeth in the very next Sentence in the ſame ſenſe, and 
| denies to Presbyters the Right of Ordination, as I have 
"1 lhewn before, which he here appropriates to Biſhops. But 


what is very remarkable, he illuſtrates the Presbyters 
chuſing their Biſhop by the ſimilitude of an Army's chuſing 
their General. Now from hence it follows, that as the 
Army, after ſuch Election, pretended not to the granting 

_ 1 Inſes 
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Inferior Commiſſions in it, but did indeed by means of this 
Election devolve this upon the Perſon choſen General; ſo 
neither did the Preſbyters, after the Election of their Biſhop, 
pretend to the granting Commiſtons to Inferior Pre ſbyters: 
And that for a very good Reaſon, viz. becauſe they had 
by this Election devolved this Buſineſs upon the Perſon 
choſen Biſhop, as they had the Care of the Church in all 
Caſes, in a very peculiar manner, But, as I paſs, I can- 
not forbear asking, if this Account of the Alexandrian 
Preſbyters chuſing their own Biſbops, be true, what be- 
comes of that unalienable Right of the Laity in Eleclions 

of-which this Author upon another occaſion ſpeaks ? 
Thus have we ſeen of how little Force this Argument, 
from theſe Presbyters chuſing their own Biſhop, is, to prove 
that they did all that time exerciſe their ſuppoſed Right 
of Ordination: And how little Satisfaction this gives us 
in our Enquiry, how, and when the Exerciſe of this Right 
came to be reſtrained in the Church. From hence I like- 
wiſe draw an Argument that it was the ſame (in St. Fe- 
rome's Opinion) in all Churches, as in the Church of Alex: 
andria, becauſe he makes the Government of Churches to be 
always the ſame in all Places : And the Decree on which 
he founds the Reſtraint put upon Presbyters, to be univerſal, 
- and at the ſame time. nent therefore, if it was 
In purſuance of this Decree that the Alexandrian Church 
choſe Biſhops, and that by this Choice the Presbyters were 
reſtrained in the Exerciſe of their original Rights, this Re 
ftramt muſt likewiſe be as early, according to St. Ferome, 
in all other Churches, that is, from the very Days of the 
Apoſtles. Conſequently, likewiſe, if the learned Blondel 
. be indeed the Defender, and Follower of St. Ferome, he 
cannot pretend to fix the time of this Reſtraint in any of 
the Churches later than this: Much leſs can he, conſi- 
ſtently with bimſelf, firſt fix the time of this Reſtraint 
(which St. Jerome repreſents as at the ſame time Univer- 
al,) to the middle of the Second Century; and afterwards 
argue from St. Jerome himſelf, that it could not be in the 
Church of Alexandria till the End of the Third C 5 
th 13 4 | 1 Ho- 
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However this may be palliated; having examin'd the 
H much hoaſted Inſtance of the Alexandrian Pr esbyters, and 
found it ſo miſtaken, and ſo miſapply'd; I ſhall not 
WW crouble my ſelf to ſearch that dark Author for any other 
d less material Infances : But content my ſelf with having 
n confider'd what is principally urged, and depended on, 
1 by thoſe who have given the lateſt Occaſion to the pre- 
* ſent Debate. | | | 
1 Secondly, This Author adds (p. 101.) that even after 
& Piresbyters and Biſhops were generally diſtinguiſb d in the 
55 Church, it was yet no uncommon thing for mere Presbyters to 
| ordain Perſons into the Office of the Miniſtry : And likewiſe 
„ 0. 102.) that there are Inſtances of Ordinations by Presbyters 
e ackromledged valid, after Epiſcopal Government was ſetled in 
t the Church. Now, | | | 
$ I. St. Ferome, St. Chryſoftome, and the greateſt Favou- 
vers of Preſhyters amongſt the Antients,do abſolutely de- 
4 ny to Preſbyters this Privilege. The latter, whillt he gives 
* them a part in the Government of Churches, as their 
Right, expreſsly affirms Biſhops to be ſuperior to them in 
the Point of Ordination And this in the place in which 
he is proving their original Rights, and not their Practice: 
Nor doth he intimate that ever any Presbyters ſo much 
as pretended to exerciſe ſuch a Right. . The like doth St. 
Jerome, as I have already ſhewn, Nay, the Senſe which 
Blondel, and his Followers labour hard to put upon his 
Words, Quid facit Epiſcopus, &c. amounts to this at 
leaſt that in his time no Preſbyters did, or were allow d 
to ordain. Nor did gerius ever pretend to it. Here 
then are expreſs Teſtimonies of the Advocates of Preſbyters, 

plainly ſufficient to prove that there was no ſuch thing 
attempted by Presbyters, or allow'd to them, in the 
Times of theſe Writers, nor known to have ever been al» 
low'd to them in former Times. To oppoſe to theſe, 
and the like Teſtimonies which might be produced out ot 
an Age in which to be ſure Epiſcopacy was come to its full 
eigth, two obſcure Canons, which want a great deal of 
Critical Learning, to ſettle their true Reading, and then 
| | Ecq4 their 
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their true Meaning, cannot appear of any great forcein 
this Cauſe, in which we are ſeeking for plain Evidence, 

2. Suppoling theſe Canons to be ſuch as they are hers 
repreſented, it doth not follow from City-Presbyters and 
Chorepifcopi being reſtrained by them, that therefore it 
was uſual before for ſuch to ordain as they ſaw fit, No, 
T appeal to any Obſerver of Things, if it be not more 
probable that ſuch Canons might be made, becauſe ſome 
Chorepiſcopt (from their Name) and ſome Presbyters (from 
other falſe Reaſonings) might at that Time have been in. 
duced to innovate in that matter: As Dr. Maurice hath 
ſhewn that the Canons againſt multitudes of Biſhops(here 
likewiſe mentioned) were occaſioned by Heretical Inns 
vators for their own Ends often multiplying Biſhops 
And, therefore, theſe Canons do rather ſhew that the Pre 
tenſes of Preſbyters to ordain were look'd upon as Inno- 
vations not heard of before, and fo reſiſted, than the con- 
trary. And if it ſhould be allow'd that Preſbyters might 
ordain, with the Command of the Biſhop, or in his Name, 
this will notat all prove the Right, or juſtify the Exer- 
ciſe of it, in oppoſition to Biſhops. Still here is manifeſt 
Proof from theſe very Canons, that the Biſhop was at this 
time accounted at leaſt the Fountain of all ordaining 
Power, and his Conſent neceſſary in all conſiderable 4. 
of the Clergy. 

3. I cannot ſee how this Argument drawn from theſe 
Canons, or Inſtances of Preſbyterian Ordination allow'd, 1s 
conſiſtent with the Scheme of Blondel, which likewiſe 
ſeems to be eſpouſed by the Author now before me. Ac 
cording to him, Prime-Preſbyters were in, and from the 
Days of the Apoſtles, ſetled in the Churches: And by his 
own Confeſſion Ordination, or any thing material, could 
not be perform'd without their bearing a principal Part. 
After this he fixeth the Eſtabliſhment of Epiſcopacy, pro- 
perly fo call'd, ſooner than the middle of the Second Cen- 
tur). If by this the Preſbyters gave not up the Exercile 
of their ordaining· Ofice, what is the Reſtraint which it is 
Jo often ſaid they brought upon themſclves ? If they — 


Fi 


of any Particulars by which this 4uthor is willing it 
ſhould be tried: And in him I can find not one, pam, 
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and unconteſted. The Principal is that of the Alexg, 
drian Presbyters, which I have already ſhewn to be of 1; 
forceat all in this Cauſe, That great Man had Readiy 
enough to make any thing obſcure and intricate, but 
not clearneſs of Head ſufficient to ſet any Cauſe in it 
due Light, It is a Toil, and Labour, even to know his 
Meaning: And having done what is ſufficient already v 
vindicate the Cauſe I have undertaken, and what if ithe 
juſt, no Modern Inſtances can invalidate, I may themore 


reaſonably refuſe the trouble of doing things wholly un WW 


neceſſary. But if any Perſon have a mind to ſee more 
particularly what can be ſaid on the Subject of theſe Ct 
non, and Inſtances, or indeed any other Piece of Anti. 
quity, I refer him to the Brief Account of Antient Church 
Government, particularly to p. 223. where he will find 
theſe things conſider d: Remarking likewiſe that what 
Blondel, and others have alleged from the Antient Church 
of Scotland hath been anſwered, beyond all exception, 
(tho' no notice be taken of it by this Author) by the moſt 
Learned the preſent Lord Biſhop of Worceſter in his Hiſt 
rical Account of Church-Government in Great-Britain and 
Treland, &c. 
4. I ſhall only add, that if any Inſtances can be given a 
Ordination by Presbyters not reſcinded, or diſapprovd 7 
the Church, (which yet I find not) this will not ata 
prove that they ought not to have been condemned and 
reſcinded. For the very Reftraint which, according to 
the Patrons of their Cauſe, they folemnly and for good 
Reaſons brought upon themſelves, is a ſufficient Ground 
of ſuch a Condemnation. It will not indeed prove that 
they were not originally empower'd to ordain; but i 
will prove that their Ordinations are of no Account after 
they have ſolemnly devolved the Exerciſe of this Right 
upon another Perſon : And particularly the Ordimation 
e by any Particular ſingle Presbyter muſt be 
ooked on as of no Validity. Nothing can juſtify then 
but NMeceſity, which is above all Law: But Original Right 
of it ſelt ſignifieth no more than No Original Right, wor 
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ell it hath been given up, and ſuſpended ft 
cially if this hath been confirmed by continued, and 


tled Cuſtom, So that. if they ever were allowed of, Ne- 
ſity alone could be the juſt Reaſon for ſuch allowance: 
nd unleſs that were evidently in the Caſe, they ought to 
zve been reſcinded, upon the Principles of Blondel, and 
is Followers. Nor doth the not reſcinding them prove 
ny acknowledgment in the Primitive Church of ſuch a 
Gebt in Presbyters, ſuppoſing them not reſcinded , ſince it 
Night proceed from other Reaſons very different from 
uch an Acknowledgment. 

To this ſecond Plea, therefore, taken from the Com- 
fron given to Ecclefiaſtical Minifters, Mat. 28. 19, 29.1 
Have anſwered, and proved at large, 1. That there is no 
uch Right in all who are called to the Office of Teachers 
n the Church, as that of Ordination, either expreſs'd, or 
mply'd in «hoſe Words: And 2. That ſuppoſing ſuch 
in Original Right, we find the Exerciſe of it reſtrained by 
1c Apoſiles themſelves ; and, if ever reſumed again, yet 
Srithin Forty Years after their Deaths reſtrained (accor- 
ling to their greateſt Patrons) by their own Conſent, and 
Compact; and this Reftraint confirmed by long immemo- 
rial Cuſtom : And that this Original Right is not of it ſelf 
Fufficient to juſtify the Exerciſe of it after it hath been 
Thus 3 up; nor any other Reaſon but what will equal - 
Wy juſtify even Thoſe who have no Original Right to plead, 
viz. Abſolute Neceſity. | | 


f 


dect. 3. The Third Plea, taken from Presbyters keeping to 
| the Rule of Scripture, confidered, * 


The Third Plea made uſe of by this Aut bor is this. Our 
Ordaineys keep to the Rule the Scripture gives: And there- 
fore their Ordinations cannot juſtly be ſiyl d Irregular, p. 106. 
&, But ſince he himſelf hath acknowledged that their 
Ordmations are Irregular, and diſagreeable to the Scri 
ture Rule, unleſs They be the Offcers to whom this Work 
s committed in the New Teftament : And ſince the Truth 
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of this wholly depends upon what he hath ſaid unde 
the two foregoing Pleas, this is not an Argument ſo di. 
ſtinct from them, but that it muſt Rand or fall entirely 
with them. So that there need not any more Word, 
about this; for I grant that, if they be the Offcers callel 
in Scripture to ordain others, their Ordirations are not dif 
agreeable to the Scripture- Rule concerning Ordination 
tho, as I have already ſaid, this alone will not Prove 
them regular, or agreeable to the Will of God: And, «© 
the other Hand, he cannot but grant that if they be na 
the Officers empowered to ordain in the New Teflament 
this will be ſufficient to prove their O7dinations irregular, 
not only as they are contrary to Eccleſiaſtical Canons, hut 
as they are diſagreeable to the Rule laid down in Scrip 
re. And ſo the whole Diſpute here reſolves it ſelf into 
what hath been ſaid on both Sides, under the two fore 
going Pleas ; to which, therefore, I refer the Readey, 


Sect. 4. The Fourth Plea, taken from the Ends of Ording 
tion, confider'd. 


The Fourth Nea, in favour of Preſbyterian Ordination, 
3s founded upon this, That all the Ends of Ordination art 
as effeFually anſwer'd, where ſenior Preſbyters ordain, a 
where Dioceſan. Biſhops are the Perſons that officiate, p. II) 

ow, 

1. The former Arguments of this Author are of as much 
force for Ordination by junior Preſbyters, nay, by every 
Jingle Preſbyter, according to his own Judgment and Will, 
as by ſemor Preſbyters: And muſt we now have the Er 
exciſe of this Right, all on a ſudden, confined to the ſt 
207.7 If it may be thus confined, and by this means 1 
Reſtraint put upon many Presbyters, then it is evident 
there may be a Heſtraint juſtly put upon Presby ters, not- 
withſtanding his former Arguments: And therefore, why 


« 


not the Reſtraint introduced by Epiſcopacy, as well as that 


introduced by Preſbyteries?— 
2, It is poſſible that the Ends of Ordination may be r 
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well anſwered by underſtanding ſerious and judicious 

aymen, As by ſenior N reſbyte/s, ſuppoſing Lay- Ordination: 
the ſetled Method : Therefore, if this Argument prove any 


thing concerning the Right of Preſbyters to ordain, it equal- 


ly proves the Right of Lay-Chriſtians to ordain; which I 
ſuppoſe this Writer will not contend for. But indeed 
when all acknowledge that there ſhould be one Method af 
Ordination ſetled, if for no other, at leaſt for Prudential 
Reaſons; no Departure from this one ſetled Method can 
anſwer the Ends of Ordination ſo well as they might be 
anſwered, were there no other ſet up in Oppoſition to it. 

3. If this Argument ſignify nothing without ſuppoſing 
the Force of the Two firſt, I anſwer that it ſignifieth no- 


thing at all in this place, either for the proving the Right 


of Heſbyters to ordain, or the Reaſonableneſs of exerciſing 
that Right. Andthat it doth ſignify nothing without that 
duppoſition this Author himſelf muſt acknowledge. For 
what if the Ends of Ordination may be ſerved by Preſbyters 
ordaining? unleſs they be the Perſons empowered in the 
New Teſtament to do this Work, he muſt confeſs this is of 
no Importance at all. What if the Ends of Ordination 
might be ſerved by a Bench of Fuftices ? Would this enti- 
tle them to the Office © If not, then it is plain this Argu- 
ment ſignifieth nothing to the Juſtification of any Perſons 
in their Ordinations; and conſequently nothing to the Ju- 
ſtification of Preſbyters in their performing that Office. So 
that it appears that tho this Author would willingly feet 
to make uſe of Four Arguments, on this Subject; yet in 
truth he hath. produced but Two : the Two laft being of 


no manner of Force confidered by: themſelves, bat de- 


pending fo on the Two f as that they muſt ſtand or fall 
with them. 1.05 1 LO EIT n 
Thus have I conſidered the Force of thoſe Pleas which 
are revived by this late Author; and ſhewn, as I hope; that 
they are not, either ſeparately or unitedly conſidered, faf- 
ficient to prove the Right of Ordination to belong to Preſ- 
byters originally; or, ſuppoſing them to have ſuch a Right, 
that their Exerciſe of it, at this time, is juſtifiable, I N 
| only 


430 A brief Defenſe of 
only add, that this Author having appealed to the Ny 
Teſtament, as the only Foundation upon which he deſirg 
to be thought to build this Right, and the Iuſtifiableneſ 
of the Exerciſe of it; and having deſired ſo often that hi 
Cauſe ſhould be tried by plain and poſitive Proofs fron 
Scripture, J have followed him thro? every Paſſage which 
he hath alleged from thence : And therefore I hope he vil 
not ſay that I have avoided the Point in debate, or art 
fully diſſembled in the handling it, merely becauſe | 
have not likewiſe followed Blondel thro' that Labyrinth af 
Antiquity in which he hath left this Cauſe perplexed in 
deed, but not illuſtrated, or eſtabliſhed. However, I have 
alleged what 1s ſufficient to ſhew the Invalidity of the 
moſt material Things, even of thoſe which are urged by 
bim in favour of Ordination by Presbyters : and ſo have 


fully anſwered the Deſign of this Chapter. 


CHAP: I. 


The Pleas, lately advanced, in favour of the Laity's 
Right t Ordain, conſidered. 


Rom all that 1s before ſaid it moſt manifeſtly appears 
that it was the Will of the Apoſtles that the Affair of 
Ordmation ſhould be managed by Per ſons already ordain- 
ed; and that, amongſt theſe, Biſhops, as diſtinguiſhet 
from Presbyters, and other Paſtors, have the faireſt Plea, 
But becauſe there have been lately attempts to revive 
the Pretenſions not only of Fresbyters, but alſo of the Lathy 
to this Office, it is fit I ſhould conſider what hath been 
urged, on their Part, by a late celebrated Author, who 
muſt be ſuppoſed to have negle&ed nothing which can 
be advanced, with any Shew of Probability, in this Cauſe 
And what he hath ſaid on this Head, tho often very ob- 
ſcurely expreſſed, and ſcattered into ſeveral parts of Is 


Work, I ſhall endeavour to collect into Two diftin& Ar- 
| 5 guments, 
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eunents, and ſhall conſider the Force of them as impar- 
tially, and as briefly as poſlible. 88 


gect. 1. Argument the firſt, taken from the Natural 
| Right of the Laity. | 


The fr Argument, in favour of the Right of the Laity 
to ordain, is taken from their Natural Right 
to appoint to themſelves the Perſons who th hay ob, 
are to officiate in holy Things. Now here, Church p. 80. 
on the one ſide, I freely grant that were 1 
the World left entirely to the Light of Nature, and Rea- 
ſon, without any revealed Religion, this would hold true, 
that each Congregation meeting for the Worſhip of God 
hath an Original Right to appoint whom they ſee fit to 
be their Miniſter in their Aſſemblies: And, on the other 
ſide, this Author muſt likewiſe grant, that where there is 
an extraordinary Revelation from God, and Rites and In- 
fitutions in this of a poſitive Nature, it depends upon his 
Will what ſort of Perſons ſhall be Miniſters in this Diſpen- 
ſation ; by what Methods they ſhall be made ſuch ; and 
who ſhall be the Judges of their Qualifications ; and that 
if by any means his Will appears to the contrary, there 
can be no Force in the Argument drawn from the Natural 
Right of the Laity. Now altho' Feſus Chriſt himſelf did 
not ſettle all Things relating to the Order, and Regularit 
of his Kingdom on Earth, yet he manifeſtly commiſſion” 
his Apoſtles to do what they ſaw fit: and by that Commi . 
fon, their Rules, Advices, and Inflitutions, in the Buſineſs 
now under Conſideration, ought to be of great Force. 
For whether their Appointments, in Matters of Order, 
and Regularity, were the Directions of that Holy Spirit with 
which they were endowed in all Caſes that required it; 
or the Reſults of their own Prudence; they were ſuch as 
the Wiſdom of God thought beſt they ſhould be: other- 
wiſe he would not have ordered, or permitted them to 
have been what they are. Conſequently they are to be 
regarded as highly, as any Matters of Order, and 3 2 

arity 


ed Teſtimony, and Practice of the firſt Ages, that the 


Author hath ſomething concerning the Power of Zo 4 
18 Re- 


Fraint of their Natural Right by the Apoſtles, I proceed to 
: conſider what is alleged to this Purpoſe, 
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larity ought to be. But I muſt obſerve that it is very hard, 

and unreaſonable for this Author to require a p9ſitive dt 

priving Law in this Caſe reaching to all Lay-Chriſttans in al Sect 
Ages. This is indeed to ſuppoſe Matters of Order and ks. 
gularity to be Matters of Eſſence, and abſolute Neceſſity. Nay 
I queſtion whether fuch a Law could have been fo plainly 
enacted, and ſo clearly expreſſed, but that Arts might fron 
have been found out to evade or obſcure the Force of it. Ml = 
But it will be always ſufficient to all ingenious,and good Cby 
Minds, in Points of Order, to know what the Will of the 
Apoſtles was ; and it will be always their Defire to con- 
form themſelves to it as near as poſſible, And what the 
Will of the Apoſtles was, when once the Chriſtians multi 
plied, and the Order and Regularity of the Churches wa 
to be regarded; I leave to any one to judge from the fr} 
Chapter of this Treatiſe, in which I have ſhewn both fron 
the Inſtances of Ordination, and Rules concerning it, re 
corded in the New-Teftament, and from the acknowledg 


Per fons manifeſtly deſigned by the Apoſtles for this Work, 
were Eccleſiaſtical Officers, ſuperior to Presbyters, and di 
ſtinct from the Laity. Nay, it is manifeſt, that had it 
been the Will of the Apoſtles that the Laity ſhould be leſt 
to the Exerciſe of this Right, St. Faul would have given, 
or ſent Orders to Epheſus that every Congregation of 
Chriftians, when it was formed, ſhould chills one from 
amongſt themſelves for the Performance of religious Of 
ges; and not have appointed Timothy to that Work: the 
very conſtituting of him to ordain Presbyters, being a Con- 
futation of the Opinion of this Author, But becauſe thus 


flians in this Affair, which appears to contradict t 
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dect. 2. Argument the Second, taken from the Laity's 
Privileges in the Times of the Apoſtles. | 


The S:cond Argument, urged by this Author, is taken 
from the Laity's being allowed to exerciſe this Right in the 
Days of the Apoſtles. Thus, p. 158. he argues that all 
Church Power was in the People, from the Directiont given 
to them in the New Teſtament, and from their Practice, 
in the Days of the Apoſtles. To which I anſwer, 

I. The right way of proceeding in this Caſe is to con- 
fider what was the Will of the Apoſtles, when once Belie- 
vers came to multiply, and there was Occaſion and Op- 
portunity of ſetling what belonged to the Order, and Re- 
gularity,as well as to the Eſſence of the Churches of Chriſt - 
for this could not be done at firſt. So that ſuppoſing the 
| Laity did exerciſe the Right we are now conſidering at 
the very heginning, before the Churches could be brought. 
into any Form, this will not ſhew that it was the Will 
of the Apoſtles they ſhould do ſo afterwards; nor will this 
avail any thing againſt a Confiyement in this Matter, it it 
can be made appear that the Apoſtles afterwards ſufficient- 
ly declared their Minds in favour of ſuch a Confinement, 
for the better promoting of Order, and Regularity in the 
Church, Ifay not this, as if I granted that the Laity did 
ever exerciſe this Right, even at the firſt Foundation of 
the urch: But ſuppoſing they did, I argue, that this of 
it ſelf will not juſtify their future Exerciſe of it. For, 

2, There is not any thing produced by this Author from 
which it follows that the Laitydid ever exerciſe the Right 
of Oydination in the Days of the Apoſtles; or may do it, 
agreeably to their Will, in theſe After - ages: as will ap- 
pear by examining particularly what is alleged to this 
Purpoſe. | 70 «> 
Tirſt, It is urged that St. Paul dire&s the Corinthians to 
pit away, or excommunicate the ince ſtuous Perſon ; and not 
to keep Company with a wicked Brother; the Galatians to 
ore any one taken in a Fault; the Theſſalonians to warn the 
Ff Duxuly, 
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Unruly, and to je that no Man render Evil for Evil, the 
Romans, to mark thoſe who cauſe Offences, and to avoid they 
p. 157. and the Coloſians to ſay to Archippus, Take heel y 
thy Miniſtry, to fulfil it, p. 133. Now, 1, There are hy 
Two of all theſe Directions which have the Face of any 
thing like what this Author calls Church-Power, and 4y 
thority in the People; and which might not have been gi 
ven to them in the ſame Words, had they not had the lea 
Authority in Eccleſiaſtical Afairs. For doth it imply any 
thing of Authority, or Power, that Chriſtzans were direQd 
to avoid, and fly from, Perſons of evil, and dividing 
Tempers,and of ſcandalous Lives ? And are not all Ly 
Chriſtians obliged and directed to do the ſame, in al 
Countries, to this Day, without having any Authority i 
Affairs merely Eccleſiaſtical? Doth it imply any thing 
Church-Power, properly ſo called, that all Chriſtian: art 
directed to do one another all the real Service they can, 
by Admonitions, and Reproofs, when they are neceſſary? 
The Direction to ſee that uo Man render Evil for Evil, 
- certainly to be interpreted that every one ſhould look to 
himſelf in that Point, and not to others; and what is thy. 
more than an Exhortation to any other Virtue would hays 
been? The Direction concerning Archippus was nothing 
but a Meſſage from St. Paul himſelf, to be delivered by 
the People, becauſe at that time he had no occaſion to write 
himſelf particularly to him: and implies no Authority, 
them to ſay any thing in public to their Paſtor any more 
than the like would No now, ſhould a Biſhop have occal 
on to write to a Company of Chriſtians, and at the End 
his Letter deſire them to deliver a Meſſage, and Direciu ih 
of his to their Paffor. Had ſuch Arguments as theſe been 
produced in favour of any Authority in the Clergy, how 
would they have been ridiculed by this Author? 2. The 
Two Paſſages which only can pretend to ſerve his Pur: ine 
poſe, are thoſe which concern the putting away a wicked Per-: gat. 
fon, and reftoring one taken in a Fault, The latter of theſe, an) 
Gal. 6. 1. is confined to the Perſons called ſpiritual, and Ap 
ſo is not the Office of the whole Chriſtian Lait): Beil ged 
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it is not at all neceſſary to ſuppoſe any public Ad of the 
urch here intended; or any thing more than that good 
Cbriſtiaus ſhould pity a Perſon fallen into any Sin, and 
ndeavour by all proper Methods to bring him'to himſelf 
again ; or to make him ſound and whole again as the 
Word imports, which is no A& of Authority, but at this 
Day a Duty which may be exerciſed by all good Chriſti- 
aus who have it in their Power. So that neither is this 
Paſſage any thing to the purpoſe. As for the other, in 
which the Coy/inthians are required to put away the wicked 
Perſon, it may be granted that this was properly Excom- 
munication: and that the Aſſembly of Chriſtians, nay, and 
all the Chriſtians of thoſe Parts, from whom he was to 
be ſeparated for ſome Time, ſhould unanimouſly join in 
this Ad, I think highly reaſonable, and particularly a- 
greeable to the State of the Church at that Time. But to 
infer from hence, that the Apoſtles could not have exer- 
ciſed this Powe? without theſe People ; or that the Paſtors 
and Miniſters in their Congregations were excepted by St. 
Paul, and their Conſent, and Concurrence not ſuppoſed, or 
defired, is very weak, and wholly groundleſs. So that 
no Powers can from hence be proved to belong to the Lazty, 
conſidered as diftin&, and ſeparated from the Clergy - and 
conſequently no great Service be done td the Cauſe under- 
taken by this Author. For my own part, I wiſh all Con- 
gregations would join in ſhewing their public Abborrence 
of notorious, and ſcandalous Sinners, till they ſhew ſome 
Marks of true Repentance; and Reformation. I freely grant 
them Authority enough to do that: but ſee not how it fol- 
lows from hence that Lay- Chri ſtiaus either did in the Days 
of the Apoſtles, or may now, agreeably to their Will, ex- 
erciſe the Right of ordaining Paſtors in the Church of God. 
Beſides, this was ſuch a Matter as muſt have been very 
meffectual to the Purpoſes intended, unleſs all the Congre- 
gatzons of Lay-Chriſtians had joined in it: For what doth 
an Excommunication ſignify, if the Perſon be not, in the 
Apoſile's Phraſe, put away; or be cheriſhed, and encoura- 
Sed by Numbers of other Chriſtians ? So that there was 
| Fi2 | more 
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more reaſon for St. Paul's putting this Office upon the 
Chriſtians of thoſe Days, than what can be alleged con- 
cerning any Office, or Authority of another nature. A 
to this, that, according to this Author himſelf, this Ex 
communication Was proper only in that State of the Church 
in which extraordinary and miraculous Conſequences were 


ſeen to follow upon it. He himſelf will not allow this 
fame Power to the Laity in the ordinary State of the Church: 
Let him not therefore argue from hence for other Poren 


in the Laity, in the preſent Condition of the Church ; and 
theſe ſuch as are of avery difterent nature, and depend 
not at all on this. For, 3. Suppoſing all theſe Direction 
here alleged by him, did truly prove, as this one doth, 
that the Laity had ſome Powers entruſted to them, in the 
Apoſtolical Age; this will not at all prove that they were 
allowed, or called to, the Exerciſe of others wholly di 
ſtinct, and vaſtly different from theſe : eſpecially when 
it may be manifeſtly proved, that theſe other ſort of Po 


ers were entruſted with a peculiar ſort of Eccleſiaſtical Of- 


cers. This Conſideration alone is a ſufficient Reply to al 


theſe Allegations of this Writer. 


How unworthy a Proceeding is it, therefore, in this 
Author to infer from ſuch Paſſages as theſe, that it is plain, 
by the general Epiſtles, that all Church Power was in the Pro- 
ple, as he doth, p. 158. when we ſee the utmoſt that can 
follow from them is, that in one particular Inſtance of 
Church Power they had a conſiderable Part, but this ſuct 
an Inſtance as infers not their Concern in any other: 
when at the ſame time he entirely overlooks the partic 
lar Epiſtles to Timothy, and Titus, in which, he cannot 


but know in his Con ſcience, that there is as manifeſt a Cor 
finement of the Power of Ordination, to a ſuperior ſort oc 
Church-Offcers ; and as plain Declarations of the Mind of 


St. Faul in this Point, as could well be expected in a Mat 
ter of Order, and Regularity. For if he, when Occaſion 
offered for the ordering this Matter, thought it beſt t0 
overlook not only the Preſbyters, but all the particular 


_ Congregations of Lay Chriſtians, already ſetled at Epbeſ i 
| | bb a 
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ind in Crete; and to entruſt the Buſineſs of Ordination 
with Timothy, and Titus, ſo entirely as not to make any 
Conſent of the Laity neceſſary ; this is ſuch a Confine- 
mnt, as that if this Author could find the like in favour 
of Lay Ordinations, I will promiſe him to become his Pro- 
ſte in this part of his Controverſy. But in the mean 
while, that he ſhould, by neglecting to mention it, lead 
his Reader to think that no ſuch Argument could be urged 
for Epiſcopal Ordination, 1 cannot reconcile to that Free- 
dom, and Impartiality he every where pretends. 

Agreeably to what goes before, it is urged, p. 159. 
that our Saviour himſelf places the Dernier Reſort in the 
Church, which in Scripture always ſignifies the People : And 
ſo I ſuppoſe from hence it follows that all Churc5-Fower is 
inthem, Now, 1. I deny that the Church ſignifieth the 
People, ſeparately conſider' d, in this very place, or in- 
deed in any place but where ſuch a Diſtinction between 
the Church, and the Paſtors of it is made, as this Aut hor 
is not willing to allow between the Clergy, and Laaty : 
Much leſs any ſuchySenſe as to caſt ſuch a Reflexion upon 
the Paſtors of it as this Writer labours to deduce from 
hence. I ſay it doth not here ſignify the People diſtinctly 
conſider'd, becauſe it is not to be ſuppoſed that our Lord 
would debar his very Apoſtles, or Paſtors appointed b 
themin the ſeveral Churches, from all Concern, or ſo 
much as a Vote in their Congregation about the Matter 
ſpoken of. Nay, I cannot think but that this Author 
himſelf would allow an Apoſtle a ſingle Vote in-2 On- 
8regation upon ſuch an Occaſion. But, 2. Let it be ſo; 
Let the Dernier Reſort in the Caſe mention'd, Mat. 18. 
17. be to the People diſtin&ly conſidered : 7. e. Let the 
private Offences of one Man againſt another be brought 
before the Congregation of Lay-Chriflians to which they 
belong, after other more private Methods have been tried 
in vain ; And let an Exhortation, and Diſcourſe be made, 
in their Names, to the Injurious Perſon. I ſay, let this 
beallow'd, what will follow from hence? Certzinly no 
Poper but for this one Buſineſs No Powers waolly dif- 
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Church, in this ſenſe of the Word, then let it follow. like- 


in his: Travels, 2 Cor. 8. 19. and conſequently choſe the mort 


St. Peter did, Ad. 11. 4. P. 158, 159. Theſe Inſtances 


ferent from this, and wholly independent on it: And 
what then doth the Pernier Reſort in this one Matter fig. 
nify ? Or how can this Text ſerve the purpoſe here in. 
tended by this Author? Unleſs it follows, that becauſe the 
laſt Reſort is to be made to the People in caſe an injurioy 
Perſon be not brought to temper by other Methods; there 
fore the laſt Reſort is to be made to them in all Caſes: 
Which this Author will not ſurely ſay. Or if it do fol- 
low from thence that the laſf Reſort is to be made to the 


wiſe that the f/f Reſort is not to be made to the People in 
any Caſe ; (which as undoubtedly follows from this Pal: 
ſage of Scripture;) and then let it be conſidered what 
the Cauſe of this Author will gain by ſuch an Argument. 
Secondly, It is urged that the Practice both of the 4 
tles, and of the firſt Lay-Chriſtiaus, proves the Exerciſe 
of the Right of Ordination to have been allowed to the 
People in the very Days of the Apoſiles : That they votel 
in the Election of Deacons, Act. 6. 15. that when a Perſm 
was choſen tothe Apoſtleſhip, it was determined by their Si. 
frages, Act. x. 26. that they ſent forth Barnabas, AR. 11. 
22, and appointed Companions and Aſſiſtants for St. Paul 


ordinary Church-Offcers, tho' the Apoſtles, as chief Director 
are ſaid to ordain ; that the Brethren as well as the Apo- 
ſtles, and Elders were concerned in the Council of Jeruſt 
lem, Act. 15. 23. and that the Apoſtles thought it their 
Duty to give an Account of their Aﬀions to the People, as 


mult be particularly conſidered. And, 

1. The Apoſtles did indeed, in the Caſe of an Offce 
which they thought too different from the main End of 
their Apoſtleſbip for themſelves to attend to, put it upon 
the Peopl? to nominate the Perſons whom they thought 
Proper to be Deacons, But in the frſt place it doth not 
appear that they accounted this any Privilege of the Pro- 
ple; or that they thought themſelves under any neceſ- 
ſity of doing this: But rather the contrary, becauſe oy 
| Peop's 
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Yople claimed no ſuch Right, and pleaded no ſuch Pri- 


lege, but were bid to do this by the Apoſtles, without 

heir thinking any thing of it: And in the next place, 

hey confined the People to the Number Seven, and after 

' WW: cy had put the Nomination of the Perſons upon the Peg- 
re ole, they referv'd the Right of appointing them to that 
5: Wofice to themſelves, Act. 6. 3. Look YE out among you 
„Nen Men of honeſt report, whom WE may appoint over this 
ene ſ:; which accordingly they did, v. 6. not accoun- 
ng the Nomination of the People ſufficient, when they 
were preſent themſelves todo ſomething farther. I ſup- 


if poſe this Author will grant that the Apoſfles might have 
t WMcxcepted againſt any of the Perſonsnamed ; and then cer- 
inly the People muſt have nominated another. So that 
R here is an Inſtance and Proof which this Author ſometimes 


calls for, how the Nomination may be in one, tho' not 
ſo abſolutely but Exceptions may be made; and yet 
the Appointment and Ordination to an Ofice in the Power 
of another ſo far that the Nomination ſhall not be of force 
without it. And if fo, what Service will the Nomination 
of theſe Deacons do to his Cauſe ? Eſpecially conſidering 
farther, that it doth not follow becauſe the Apaſties al- 
lowd this in the Caſe of an Inferior Office therefore it was 
their Will that it ſhould be ſo likewiſe in another. And 
again, if this Inſtance prove any thing of their Will with 
reſpect to this loweſt Ofice, the Inſtances of Timothy, and 
Titus, and the Management of Ordinations at Epheſus, and 
in Crete, will as effectually prove that they thought not 
ft to give to the Laity ſo much as the Privilege of the 
| ommation of the Perfons to be Grdained to the higher 
Wy ©ffice of Preſoyters; much leſs, the Privilege of the ſole 
Appointment of them to that Office. For if this ſhew the 
Will of the Apoſtles concerning the Office of Deacons ; the 
Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus may well be allowed to ſhew 
their Will concerning the Ordination of Presbyters, and 
what Concern the People have in it. 4 
2, It is ſaid that when a Perſon was choſen into the Apo- 
Hleſbip, it was determined by the Suffrages of the People, 
| Fi 4 Act, 
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Act. 1. 26. Now, 1. When the Church was very ſmall 
in Number, and as many as could, or dared, kept con- 
ſtantly together, as it were in a Body, nothing could be 
more natural, or fitting, than that the Apoſtles, who were 
always with them, and waiting for the Lord's Promiſe, 
ſhould do nothing in any Caſe without firſt propoſing it 
to this conſtant Aſſembly : But this not out of any neceſ. 
ſity from the thing itſelf, but only out of prudent Con- 
ſiderations, fitted to the State of the Church at that time. 
Nor could their joining the People with themſelves in 
this firſt Act, preclude them from eſtabliſhing, or folloy- 
ing any other Method afterwards in the appointment of 
Church-Offcers. So that ſuppoling that an Apoſtle himſelf 
had been choſen, at this time by the Votes of the People, 
it will not follow that it was the Will of the Apoſtle; 
after the Deſcent of the Holy Gho/t, and when the 
Churches came to increaſe, and to be ſetled; that 
the Appointment even of the loweft Order of Church- 
Officers ſhould be left to the Suffrages of the People, 
2. Be it fo, that the People did chuſe an Apoſtle by 
their Votes, {till here were, beſides the Laity, the other 
Eleven Apoſtles, who firſt propoſed, and directed this 
Affair. So that nothing can be urged from hence for 
any Ordinations by the Laity without any Church-Offcers 
in conjunction with them: Which will be very little to 
this Vriter's Purpoſe, But 3. The Truth is, that ac- 
cording to the Account of this Matter in the place cited, 
it is impoſſible that any ſuch thing ſhould be here in- 
tended as the chuſing the Apoſtle Matthias by the Sufra- 
ges of the Laity. For the Matter is recorded thus, that 
St. Peter ſtood up in the midſt of the Diſciples (amongſt 
which are mention'd ſeveral Women in the Verſe before; 


and ſpoke to this effect, (probably to the other Apoſtles 


peculiarly ; for the Appellation uſed agrees not to all in 
the whole Aſſembly;) that it was fit another Apoſtle ſhould 


be choſen upon the Death of Judas; that in purſuance of 


this, They (probably the Apoſtles only, for the Reaſon 
before given ;) conſented to name, not one Perſon, but 
two, and theſe, according to St. Peter's Direction, * 
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out of thoſe who had been with Feſus from the beginning 
of his public Miniſtry ; that an Appeal was then made to 


God Almighty, and a Prayer to him to interpoſe in a pe- 
culiar manner to ſhew which of the two he would have 


to be an Apoſtle ; that after this Prayer they drew Lots 
| (the manner of which Grotius deſcribes) and the Apaſtle- 
ip fell by Lot upon Matthias: And that after this he was 


umbred with the Eleven Apoſtles, or accounted one of that 
Supreme Order, i. e. immediately upon God's having in 
flea declared it by ordering the Lot to fall upon him. 
This is the natural meaning of this Paſſage : In which we 
ſee it is not plainly expreſſed, nor ſo much as probably 
imply'd, that the People bore any Part, unleſs as Fitneſ- 
ſes to this Tran ſaction. But ſuppoſing they did bear a. 
Part in it; that it was not by way-of Voting, (as is argu- 
ed from the Vord here tranſlated Numbred, becauſe it 
ſometimes ſignifieth one choſen by Suffrages, or Votes) 
may appear from the following Remarks. 1. It is manifeſt 
here was no thought of voting an Apoſtle into his Office, 
becauſe there can be no place for Lots upon that Suppoſi- 
tion; and the Prayer uſed is not at all proper, had this 
Matter been to have been carried by a majority of Votes. 
For to appeal to one who knows the Hearts of Men per- 
fectly, is as much oppoſed to putting a Matter to the 
Votes of thoſe who know not the Hearts of Men as any 
thing can be; and doth as much exclude all Sufrage, and 
Voting, as any Methed can do. So that the Choice of 
this Method is a Demonſtration that the Apoſtles thought 
not fit to truſt their own Judgment, or to put this Mat- 
ter in the Power of Human Determination. 2. The proper 
Place for voting had been before the Lots were caſt : And 
it is very ſtrange to talk of voting, after God Almighty him- 
ſelf had been invoked, and was underſtood to have in- 
terpoſed in a peculiar manner to determine the Lot to 
Matthias, For how abſurdly doth it look, firſt to draw 
Lots in the ſolemn Preſence of Almighty God, and pray to 
him to ſhew whom he hath choſen of the two: and after 
God hath diſcoyered his Will in fayour of Matthias, then 
| to 
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to put it to the Vote whether he ſhall be the Man, or no! 
Was he an Apoſtle as ſoon as God had determined the Ly 
to bim, or not? If not, then that which is here called 
God's ſhewing that he had choſen him, was not ſufficient 
to make him an Apoſtle, which no one ſurely will fay: 
If he was an Apoſtle immediately upon God's having 
determined the Lot to him, then what place could there he 
for the Votes of any Mortals upon Earth? They might 
as well have pretended to have put it to the Vote, whe- 
ther the other Eleven ſhould be Apoſtles, as whether Mat- 
thias ſhould, after the Lot had fallen upon him, by A 
mighty God's ſpecial Determination. 3. It is highly rea- 
ſonable to think that the Apoſtles would not put ſuch x 


Matter as this upon Humane Votes, but make an appeal 


as immediately as they could to God himſelf, that the 
Perſon choſen into the Apoſtleſhip might not come behind 
themſelves, or want that Chara@eriſtic of an 4poſile, the 
being choſen by the peculiar Interpoſition, wi Deſigna- 
tion of their great Maſter. 4. I ſee not how it can agree 
with the Principles of this Author himſelf to ſuppoſe it 
poſſible that the Ele#ion of a Perſon to the Apoſtleſbip 
ſhould be in the People. For, 1. The utmoſt that he 
contends for in the Name of the Lazty, is a Right in every 


Congregation to appoint or ordain their own Minſter : But 


Argument drawn from this place of Scripture, if it 
prove this Right for which it is alleged, it will likewiſe 
Prove a Right in one Congregation to chuſe and appoint 
the Perſon who ſhall gavern and teach, in any other, as 
he himſelf ſhall think fit, all over the Chriſtian World; 
for ſuch a Power belonged to an Apoſtle : And conſe- 


quently, 2. This Right of Electing fo often aſcrib'd to 


every Congregation by this Author, 1s abſolutely overtur- 
ned by this Argument, which pleads for a Right in the 
Laity aſſembled with the Apoſtles at Feruſalem to impoſe 
2 Governor and Teacher upon all other Chriſtians which 


then were, or ſhould afterwards be: Who had as much 


right to vote in the ſucceeding Days whether Matthias 


ſhould be an Apoſtle, as that ſingle Congregation had » 
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go it at that time, being as much concern'd in his Apoſtle- 
hip as They were. 3. It is an Abſurdity, upon this Au- 


4407's own Principles, to think that an Apaſtle could be 
choſen even by all the Congregations of Lay-Chriſtiansthat 
were afterwards, put together. Por their Power, accor- 
ding to himſelf, can extend no farther than themſelves, 
and the appointing any one to govern, or teach, them- 
ſelves. Whereas the Commiſſion of an Apoſtle reached far- 
ther than theſe already converted: And his Buſineſs was 
to be a Witneſs of Chriſt's Re ſurredt ion, as St. Peter expreſ- 
ſeth it in the place now before us, and to preach his Goſs, 
pel to thoſe who had never before heard of it. And what 
Right can any Congregation be ſuppoſed to have to grant 
a Commiſton to ſuch an Officer as this? 5. J add that the 
very Word here uſed, upon which the Argument is foun-. 
ded, cannot, as it ſtands here, be interpreted of Election 
by Suf rages, by any Rules of Grammar. For it is com- 
pounded with the Propoſition ow, which ſignifieth with, 
and the Words gd rds xd d7oo]iner are immediately 
connected to it. Now this may very well be rendred, 
be was numbred together with the Eleven | Apoſtles , but it 
cannot be rendred, he was choſen by Suffrages together 
with the Eleven Apoſtles, unleſs it be thought fit Likewiſe 
to aſſert that at the ſame time the People. voted the other 
Eleven al ſo into the Apoſtleſhip, which I hope this Author 
will not do. | „ e 
3. It is alleged that the People ſent forth Barnabas, AR. 
11. 22, Now, 1. Suppoſing this to have been done by 
the People, the ſame Word might have been uſed (where 


perfect Accuracy was not deſigned, and at a time when 


there was no need of it) had they only recommended it 
to him peculiarly as the fitteſt Perſon, to go and preach 
Jeſus Chriſt amongſt a particular ſort of People, But, 
2, This conferred no Authority upon Barnabas which he 
had not before : For he might have gone himſelf upon, 
thisvery Errand, without the Formality of being ſent by; 
them, had he thought fit todo ſo; being every way 
qualified, and commiſſioned to do it before this, — | 
| ee e ee ee 2 we ores 
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therefore this is no Inſtance of the Laity's Electing 9 
calling, or appointing any Eccleſiaſtical Officer to an Office, 
which he was not before commiſſioned to execute: And 
conſequently is not to the purpoſe of this Author. 3. By 
this Argument the Laity in a Congregation have not only a 
Right to appoint their own Miniſters, but Preachers in 
other Congregations likewiſe, which 1s contrary to the 
Principles of this Author. 4. The Text ſaith that the 
Church at Feruſalem ſent him forth. Now in that Church 
there were certainly Apoſtles, Prophets, Teachers, very Ex- 
traordinary Eccleſiaſtical Officers, as well as Lay-Men : And 
why will not this Author ſuppoſe that theſe were thePer- 
ſons who ſent him forth? If he will but give himſelf the 
trouble of looking into the Thirteenth Chapter of this ſame 
Hiſtory of the Acts of the Apoſtles, he will find ſomething 
which may give light in this Matter. We read there, 
v. I. that there were at Antioch, either in or about the 
Church, Prophets and Teachers And of them particularly 
Faul, and Barnabas, and three others are named; v. 2, 
that whilſt theſe were miniſtring to God, and faſting, 
the Holy Gboft ſaid, ſeparate me Paul, and Barnabas to the 
particular Work to which I now deſign them; and v. 3. 
that they, i. e. manifeſtly, the other Ecclefiaftical Perſons 
named before, faſted, and prayed, and laid their Hands 
upon them, Cc. Now, 1. If the Words import that 
theſe Prophets and Teachers were in the Church, then the 
Word Church doth not always ſignify the Laity diſtinct 
from the Clergy. 2. If the Words import only that they 

were about the Church, then the Word Church doth in- 
deed here ſignify the Company of Lay-Chriſftians : But 
this not only not excluding, as I hope, the Apoſtles and 
Prophets from being Chriſtians, but manifeſtly implying 
ſuch a diſtinction between Teachers, and People as this 
Ant bor is not willing to admit. 3. If the Eccleſiaſtical 
Officers here mentioned, were diſtin& from the Church here 
mentioned, and this Church was only the Laity, hence 
- ariſetha plain Obſervation, that when Paul and Barnabas 
were now to be ſent upon a particular, conſiderable Bu 
| CE 
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gels, the Holy Ghoſt himſelf overlooked the Church, in this 


Aut hor's Senſe of the Word, and called upon theſe Eccle-. 
faftical Officers, the Teachers of this Church, as the moſt; 
proper Perſons to ſet apart Paul, and Barnabas to the par- 
ticular Buſineſs then in View. I think it much better and 
ſafer to obſerve fromthis plain Paſſage, what Method.the 
Holy Ghoſt thought fit to take in ſuch a Caſe as this, than 
toargue from an obſcure, or ambiguous Word uſed in a 
Paſſage, in which it 1s plain the Writer did not deſign to 
ſet down the particular Circumſtances of the Fa#. From 
all which it may appear how unreaſonable it is to ar 
from the ſending forth of Barnabas, Acts 11. 22. that the 
People (diſtinctly conſidered) exerciſed the Right of Ordi-· 
nation in the Days of the Apoſtles. | 
4. It is urged, that the Laity appointed Companions; 
and Aſs/ants for St. Faul in his Travels, whom he calls the 
Apoſtles of the Churches, and the Glory of Chrift, 2 Cor. 8. 
19, Now, I. I wonder.this Author doth not argue that 
St. Paul was the Apoſtle of the People likewi ſe, for it is ma- 
nifeſt they ſent their Charity by him, to the Bretbren in 
Fudsa, Act. 11. 30. as St. Luke in ſhort expreſſeth it. tho? 
St. Paul himſelf ſaith, they beſeeched him with great Im- 
portunity to take upon him that Affair, 2 Cor. 8. 4. in 
which he was as truly the Apoſtle of the Churches, or one 
ſent by the Churches on that Buſineſs, as the others here 
ſpoken of. Perhaps therefore, the others were likewiſe 
beſceched, and importuned to accompany him. 2. The 
Truth of the Matter is this, The Churches, (Prophets, and 


8 Apoſtles, and Teachers, as well as Brethren without doubt) 


thought good that ſuch and ſuch Perſons ſhould accom- 
pany S. Paul and they themſelves likewiſe thought 
good that it ſhould be ſo: and St. Paul himſelf thought 
it good ; otherwiſe he was under no Obligation to accept 
of theſe Companions, But what is this to the Peoples ſole 
appointing any Perſon to an Office merely Eccleſiaſtical ? 
3, Suppoſing this done only by the Laity, that they ap- 
pointed the Brother whoſe Praiſe is in the Goſpel, 2 Cor. 8. 
19. and others to join with St. Paul; this was in «a 

neis 
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neſs relating to their own charitable Contributions, and 
what is this to their appointing a Perſon not already cal 
led to it, to an Office merely Ecclefiaſtical concerning 
which only our Debate is? This conferred no Fccleſiaftica 
Office upon any Perſon ſent with St. Paul, nor confirmed 
any: If they were Eccleſiaſtical Officers before this, they 
remained in all reſpects the ſame, without any Addition: 
If they were Laymen, they received no Eccleſiaſtical Con- 
miſton, but remained perfect Laymen, notwithſtanding 
they were thus ſent by the People to accompany St. Pau] 
So that this Inſtance is ſo little to the Purpoſe, that I can- 
not but wonder to find it alleged. 4. If the People muſt 
needs be underſtood in the place cited, by this Author to 
have ſent, or appointed Eccleſiaſtical Officers who were not 
ſo before (and nothing leſs than this can ſerve his Pur- 
poſe) then it follows that the People of one Church appoin 
ted them for other Churches: which is according to bin, 
Tyranny, and Impoſition, and therefore deſtroys his own 
Principles. As for their being called the Apoſtles of the 
Churches, he knows the Word can't be meant in the Senſe 
in which St. Faul was an Apoſtle, but that they only ſig- 
nify Perſons ſent by the Churches upon their Buſineſs: 
And as for their being called the Glory of Chriſt; ſou 
every good Man who is a Credit to Chriſtianity, whether 

he be an Eccleſiaſtic, or Layman. e 
F. From the Three foregoing Inſtances, viz. the chu- 
ſing an Apoſtle , ſending forth Barnabas, and appointing 
Companions to St. Paul in his Travels, this Author argues, 
that if they were thus concerned in chuſing extraordinary Mi 
mfters, it can't be thought but that they exerciſed the ſam 
_ Power in chuſing the ordinary. In anſwer tothis, I. I have 
ſhewn that they did not chuſe an Apoſtle ; that they con- 
ferred not the leaſt part of the Feclefis ical Office upon 
Barnabas, nor uſed any Authority over him; and that 
their chuſing Perſons to accompany St. Paul hath not the 
leaſt relation either to the appointing any one to an Eccle 
aſtical Office who was not init before; or ſo much as t0 
the determining any one, who is already an Eccleſifti 
| 0 
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erciſe his Eccleſiaſtical Fun ton after ſuch a peculiar 
1 ab or in ſuch yr place. And therefore I 
4 onclude that ſince ſuch Inffances do not ſhew that the 
'd Laity were concerned in appointing any Perſons to an Ec- 
4 cleſaſtical Ofice, the Concluſion he draws from them neceſ- 
1 farily falls to the Ground. 2. Suppoſing the People did 
WM chaſe the extraordinary and ſupreme Church-Offcers, it is 
{> far from following from hence that they choſe the or- 
dinary, and inferior likewiſe, that the contrary follows 
'> Wcom this very thing. For juſt as we ſee that the People 
by the elècting a King do utterly preclude themſelves 
from giving Commiſſions, and Authority to the inferior Off 
cers, who are to act under him, and devolve this Matter 
upon the Perſon choſen King; ſo likewiſe ſuppoſing they 
choſe the ſupreme Church-Officers, the Apoſtles themſelves, 
it 1s maniteſt they did by this Choice give them the Power 
of granting Commiſſons to the inferior Clergy who were to 
act under their Care, and Inſpection. 3. That the Apoſlles 
did take upon them to grant theſe.Commiſſions, or ordain 
Presbyters, as chief Directors, this Author owns in the fol- 
lowing Words, tho' he adds it was with the Conſent of the 
P-ople, So that here is an Acknowledgment that the Peg- 
ple did not ordain inferior Church-Offcers without the Apo 
files; from whence I argue that he muſt acknowledge 
ſomething more neceſſary to Ordination, in the Days of 
the Apoſtles, than the Appointment or Choice of a Congrega- 
tion of Laymen, whach deſtroys his Argument, p. 80. And, 
on the other hand, that the Apoſtles did ordain Presbyters 
without conſulting the Lazty, or without thinking it neceſ- 
lary ſo to do, I appeal to Ads 14. 23. where no mention 
is made of the Peoples Concern in this Affair; and to the 
Epiſtles to Timotby and Titus, written with a peculiar Eye 
to this Matter, in which the Management of it is given 


; into the Hands of thoſe Two Ecclefiaftical Officers, com- 
» WJ itiioned by St. Paul himſelf to that purpoſe, without a 
Vord in them of any Neceſſity of the Peoples Concurrence 


with them, much leſs of any Right in them to execute 
that Ofice by themſelves, without any Eccleſiaſtical Off- 


cer, 
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of the uſe of it for any Perſons conſtituting, or appoint- 


cer, which this Author contends for. As for the pia 
to Timothy, and Titus, the Matter is plain, becauſe it can. 
not be ſuppoſed that the Fords uſed there concerning this 
Matter have any relation to the chung by lifting up th 
Hands; and no Direction is there given concerning an 

part the Laity were to bear in it: which certainly hal 
3 done, if St. Paul had thought fit to make them the 
Ordainers of their own Presbyters. Which may ſatisfy u 
likewiſe that St. Paul's other Ordinations, ( particulaiy 
this, A&s 14. 23. now mentioned) were not managed aft 
a different manner: tho' this Author is pleaſed to argue 
from the Word x«g#Joyiz1]s5 here uſed, that the Apoſy 
ordained them by the Conſent of the People expreſſed by 
lifting up their Hands, p. 358. To which I anſwer, 1, 
'Tho' this might be the f/ Signification of this Word, yet 
it is very frequently, and moſt commonly uſed for any 
ſort of Appointment, or Ordination, or Election, as this Au. 
thor knows, and in Caſes in which the Appointer, or Chuſr 
is one ſingle Perſon ; and therefore at leaſt it cannot he 
ſhewn certainly that the Word is here uſed in its fi Sig. 
nification. 2. The Interpretation of this Author is im. 
poſſible in this place. For granting the Word to have the 
Significat ion he contends for, yet there can be no Inſtance 


ing any Officers by the Suffrages of others. It is here fail 
the Apoſiles chat they did Netegrorciy, whie muſt mean, 
according to his own Signification of the Word, that they 
appointed Presbyters by the lifting up of their own Hand, 
not by the lifting up of the Hands of others. For whel 
this Word is uſed of the People, is it not meant of thei 
electing by the» holding up their own Hands? And cal 
this Author give any Inſtance where it is uſed of any pat 
ticular Perſons electing, and yet underſtood of the lifting 
up the Hands of other Perſons, and not of thoſe who att 
ſaid xc, If he cannot, then here it muſt be under 
ſtood ſolely of the Apoſtles, for of them it is affirmed thit 
they, not the People did yergoJoreiy. 3. Add to this, that the 


Word 1s not here uſed abſolutely, or alone, but it is in 
tha 
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hat the Apoſtles did ordain Preſbyters for them, i. e. the 
ole, Now this Author cannot, I believe, produce one 
nſftance where this Word is uſed for 1 Officers 
or others, and yet underſtood not of thoſe Perſons who 
re ſaid to appoint them, but of thoſe for whom they are 
aid to be appointed. 

6. It is alleged that the Brethren, as well as the Apoſtles, 
nd Elders, (theſe Three Orders) were concerned in the Coun- 
ilof Jeruſalem, Ads 15. 23. from whence I infer, with 
his Author's Leave, that there was at leaſt ſome ſmall 
diſtinction of Office between theſe Elders, and theſe Bre- 
hren, whom he himſelf here makes to be Two difterent, 
nd diſtin& Orders. But to reply to this, 1. A great 
difficulty being raiſed at Antioch, concerning the conver- 
ed Heathens, whether they were obliged to obſerve the 
aw of Moſes, it was agreed that St. Faul, and Barnabas, 
ith ſome others, ſhould go up to Feruſalem: and it is 
anifeſt that there was no Thought in them that ſent 
hem, of their conſulting the Brethren, or Laity, at Feru- 
alem, becauſe, v. 2. it is {aid that they ſhould go to the 
poſtles, and Elders, concerning this Queſtion, without 
ny mention of the Laity : who would certainly have 
een named, had there been any Thought of conſulting 
hem. Nay, agreeably to this, it is ſaid, v. 5. that in pur- 
uance of this Commiſion, the Apaſtles, and Elders, with- 
ut any mention of the Brethren, or Laity, met together - 
yhich is ſufficient to ſhew that the whole of this Matter 
as to be determined by their Authority. 2. The whole 
burch is indeed mentioned, v. 22. and the Brethren, v. 
3. as joining in the Reſolution taken by the Apoſtles, and 
(ders: but the former Obſervation ſheweth that this is 
ot to be ſuppoſed to imply any equal, or joint Authori- 

in them, becauſe upon this Suppoſition Paul, and Bar- 
abas would have been at firſt directed to them; and any 
ne may ſee there is no need of underſtanding it ſo. For 
Il that can be fairly collected fram hence is, that the 
briſtian People, as far as could be known, acquieſced in, 
nd were well ſatisfied with, this Determination of the 
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Brethren, and ſending Decrees to the Laity of other Chir 


Apoſtles and Elders : and that accordingly in the Itty 
written, the Brethren were joined with the Apoſtles, ani 
Elders, becauſe if would be a great Satisfaction to the 
Churches to which it was ſent, to know that there was a 
univerſal Agreement of the Chriſtians at Feruſalem in thi 
Deciſion of the Apoſtles. This is Reaſon ſufficient for they 
being joined with the Apoſtles, and Elders, in this Afair 
and therefore 1t cannot be ſhewn from hence that the 
pretended to any Authority in it. 3. The Latty at Jen 
lem were as much in need of the Directions, and Guidance 
of the Apoſtles, as the Laity of other Churches : and can 
not be ſuppoſed to be at all qualified to decide Controum 
fies, and nice Queſtions. 4. The joining them with the 
Apoſtles, as this Author doth, deſtroys his own' Schem 
and overthrows his own Principles: for it gives the Lay 
of one Church that Power of laying Impoſitions on thei 


ches, which this Author hath utterly denied, and zealoull 
oppoſed : and conſequently cannot be reaſonable, evenn 
his own Judgment. 5. As to the Point of Ordination, 10: 
thing can be collected from hence: and it is manifet 
from the Epiſtles to Timothy, and Titus, that the Apoſtin 
made no Scruple of giving their Orders concerning tht 
Management of that, without conſulting, or adviſing 
with the Laity, or uſing their Names to give any additt 
onal Authority to what they thought fit to be done. 
7. It is pleaded, that the Apoſtles thought it their Duty 
to give an Account of their Actions to the People, as St. I 
ter did, 4&s 11. 4. I am indeed aſhamed, and aſtoniſhed, 
to read ſuch Expreſſions {concerning the Apoſtles. For, 
1. This Author might as well ſay that the ”_ who 
were to be guided, inſtructed, and directed by the Ah. 
files in the nature of Chriſtianity, and their own Duty wer 
the Judges of the Apoſtles themſelves, and might call then 
to an Account for their Management of themſelves 1 
their Office, to which they were called, and in which the) 
were directed, by God himſelf: a Buſineſs which the Fr 
ple were not at all qualified for, and of which ay lt 
| | | ns Won eve 
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bought. 2. If it was the Duty of the Apoſtles to give an 
account of themſelves to the People, it was their Duty 
tiefcually all over the Chriſtian World: for their Relation 
M&rtended it ſelf to all Churches. But it is abſurd to put 
uach an impoſſible Task as this upon them: and therefore 
den this could be no part of their Duty, 3. The Behaviour of 
ir the Aypoſtles towards the Laity, was never out of Duty, in 
ech Senſe as if the Laity were the Judges of their Actions, 
End could demand an Account from them (which is the 
neon See that can ſerve the Purpoſe of this Author) tho 
at may be ſaid to be out of Duty, as it is the Duty of all 
er vperiors, to condeſcend to the Weakneſſes and Prejudi- 
es of their Inferiors, and to endeavour to give them Eaſe, 
and Satisfaction, in Points which they had otherwiſe no 
Obligation to lay before them. The Apoſles might think 
it their Duty, in this Senſe, frequently to juſtify them- 
ſelves from thoſe Imputat ions, which evil, or weak Men 


id upon them; and which would, otherwiſe, have ren- 
ju ered them the leſs capable of doing Service in the Church. 
nut this Senſe of the Expreſſion here uſed ſerves not the 
Purpoſe of this Author. 4. If any one pleaſe to turn to 


the place here cited by him, Ads 11. he will find that 
t. Peter was ſo far from thinking himfelf obliged to give 
an Account of his Actions to the People, that he did not 
0 it to the whole Church; nor as from any Obligation, 
as he ought to have done, according to this Author; nor 
ever thought of doing it at all, till he was taxed by a par- 
ticular Sed of them, as if he had done an unjuſtifiable 
thing, v. 2, 3, that upon this Accufation he willingly en- 
Leavoured to give theſe prejudiced Perſons Satisfaction; 

hich he doth by a bare Relation of the Matter of Fact, 
v. 4. and without any Acknowledgment of their Aut ho- 
#ity to call him to Account. And what there is in this 
rrocedure more than a Willingneſs that all ſhould be ſa- 
tisfied, and eaſy, and no Offences continued in the Way 
of the Goſpel, let any one judge. 5. I am fure it may as 
well be argued that the 4poſtles thought it their Duty to 
ave the Heathens, or unbelieving Fews an Account of their 
G g 2 Actions, 
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our in ſome Points, it is manifeſt from the Epiſtles to Ii 


to be more particular, and to examine every Paſſage here 
alleged by this Author. As to the Paſſages, therefore, cr 
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Aftions, becauſe when they were taxed by them of mz 
king a Diſturbance, and Alteration in the World, they 
thought fit to give them an Account of their Proceedings, 
and to lay before them the great Reaſons they had t 
preach the Goſpel of Chriſt. 6. Granting that the Apoſtles 
thought it their Duty to give an Account of their Behay: 


mothy and Titus, that they did not think it their Duty ts 
do ſo in the Affair of Ordination of Preſbyters, and Paſtr; 
in the Churches of Chriſtians. 

Thirdly, It is alleged by this Author, in favour of the 
Church-Power of the Lait), that in the Days of the Apoſl 
the Office of Preaching was in common, p. 132, 133. and 
the Laity baptized, p. 135, 136. and from hence, likewiſe 
he would lead People to think that there is no Office 
claimed by the Clergy which the Laity have not a Right to 
perform. To this I anſwer in general, that I would not 
have the Reader imagine from hence that it is this Authors 
conſtant Opinion that there was no Diſtinction of Offce 
in thoſe Days - for he himſelf, as I have obſerved before, 
makes the Apoſtles, Elders, and Brethren in the Council of 
Feruſalem, to be Three Orders : and if Three Orders, then 
there was a Diſtinction and ſetled Difference in the Office 
of Elders, and Laity : and conſequently ſome Offices ap: 
propriated to the former, which the latter did not pretend 
to perform. Or if he will not allow this, I hope the Rev 
der will, notwithſtanding bis Affirmations, conſider that 
St, Paul hath made a Difference between the Preſbyters of 
Epheſus, and the Flocks over which they were placed, 4t 
20. 28. and in his Epiſtles to Timotby. But it is neceſſary 


ted for the Laitys Preaching, as this Author is pleaſed to 
call it, the Reader will find upon Examination, 
1. That ſome of them are nothing but ſuch Exbor 
tations to the Lait), as would be very proper at this Da), 
when there is no ſuch Cuffom pretended as their preact- 
ing in public Aſſemblies, Thus, Heb, 3. 13, the 2 
| iam 
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a. ian in a State of Perſecution are called upon to exhort 
5 one another, while it is called to Day, &c. 2. e. to encou- 
„ Wage one another to a conſtant, and couragious Confeſ- 
to ſon of the Faithof Chrif, and this for fear any of them 
de ſhould be over-power'd by Perſecution ſo far as to be 
brought to deny their Maſter. Now what is this to the 
preaching publicly in the Congregation? Or, who ever 
deny'd fuch Exbortation, and mutual Admonition to be 
even the Duty of all Chriſtians, whether Clergy, or Laity ? 
Thus again, Heb. 10. 24, 25, the Laity are indeed exhor- 


he ted to conſider one another to the exciting, and quickning 
1; their Love, and good Works , not to forſake the aſſembling 
nd i of themſelves together (merely out of fear of their Per ſe- 
fe, BY cuitor's) but to exhort one another, i. e. as J underſtand it, 


in connexion with what goes before, and what follows, 
to encourage one another to meet together for Religious 
Ofices, notwithſtanding the Ne of their Adver- 
ſuries. For it is oppoſed to the forſaking their Religious 
Aſſemblies: Which Oppoſition is not preſerved if the 
Words be interpreted thus; Not forſaking the aſſembling 
of your ſelves together, but exhorting one another when you 
are aſſembled. On the contrary it is very well preſerved, 
it they be interpreted thus, Not forſaking the aſſembling of 


Jour ſelves together, but encouraging one another to this 
u aſſembling as an open acknowledgment of your Maſter 
WJ dy meeting for his Service, and Honour, for joint Prayer, 
tand the Celebration of the Lord's Supper, And that this 
of Wl 2<glect of aſſembling themſelves together is, at leaſt, one 
bort, or degree of that Apoſtacy and Sin he ſpeaks of in 


the following Verſes is, I think, very probable from his 
connecting his terrifying Reaſons againſt wilful 4poftacy 

immediately to this Injuuction not to forſake the aſſemb- 
ling them ſelves together, as Reaſons againſt the Neglect of 
aſſembling themſelves juſt now mention d; and from his 
deſcribing this Apoſtacy, v. 29. to be the accounting the 
Blood of the Covenant (as the Vine in the Lord's Supper is 
peculiarly called in the Goſpel) a Common, or Unboly Thing : 
l, e. the avoiding and flying from the Participation of it, 
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As if they had a mind to make their Adver ſaries believe, is 
was a thing they no more valued, or regarded, than thei 


Adverſarieg themſelves. And the Practice of ſome who 
had thus ont of fear denied Chriſt by refuſing to meet 2 
his Diſciples, to worſhip, and remember their Loi, 


might juſtly give occaſion to the Apoſile to be zealous in 


his Injunctions upon this Head; and is a ſufficient Rex 
fon why he ſhould preſs them to exbort one another to ſo 


neceſſary an Acknowledgment of Chriſt; and urge it upon 


them by ſhewing the Guilt, and Sin of thoſe who wil. 


fully refuſed out of fear, to meet their Fellow-Chriſtian, 
for the Worſhip of their Maſter, and the Religious Remen: 
brance of him in the Lozd's-Supper. 1. Therefore, if thi 
Interpretation be juſt, here is not the leaſt intimation of 
any ſuch thing as preaching in the Aſſemblies of Chriſtian, 
allow d in, or required of the Laity : And that it is juft 


I appeal to the Reaſons here given. I add that they who 


| favour the Interpretation of this Author can ſay nothing 
For it, but that it is a poſtble Meaning of the Words; not 


that it is plainly, and manifeſtly the Senſe of them: which 
alone 1s a ſufficient Reaſon againſt building ſuch a Point 
as this upon them, even tho' nothing more could be fail 


of the Interpretation I have given, but that it is likewiſc 
poſtble. 2. Suppoling the Interpretation of this Author to 


be juſt, no more can be inferr'd from it but that the 


Apoſtle did adviſe the Lay-Chriftians, in Times of Perſe 


cution, when they were met together for Religious Vor- 
ſhip, to ſpeak to one another, and to encourage one ano- 


ther againſt Apoſtacy, and the Fear of Men. Now this 1 
very conſiſtent with the Preſbyters having an approprit 


ted Office in theſevery Aſſemblies : And I ſee not, for In. 


ſtance, why the perſecuted Proteftants in France might 


not, even in their Religious Aſſemblies, have made it one 


part of their Buſineſs, to ſpezk comfortably to one ano- 
ther, and to encourage one another to Perſeverance, 
without ever ſuppoſing themſelves poſſeſs'd of the ſame 


Office which their Paftors, and Preachers exerciſed. 3. 
And that this InjunEtion of the Apoſtles did not in the 
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leaſt derogate from the appropriated Office of the Paſtors of 
theſe very Chriſtians, even in his own Opinion, is ma- 
nifeſt from this very Epiſtle, in which theſe ſame Chyi- 
{ans who are here called upon to exhort one another, 
are called upon, Ch. 13. v. 7. to remember, or have re- 
gard to, thoſe who. were their Leaders, and Directors, 
and ſpoke to them the Ward of God, i. e. their Preachers ; 
and, v. 17. to be in ſome ſort of Subjection, and to pay 
all reaſonable Deference to their Spiritual Leaders: Whoſe 
peculiar Buſineſs 1s here declared, viz. to watch over the 
Souls of the Laity here ſpoken of, as Perſons that muſt give 
an Account, So that in this very Church there were Preach- 
ers, and Guides diſtin& from the Laity, to whom the Laity 
were here required to attend; and to be adviſed, and 
perſuaded by them according to this Author himſelf. 
(p. 161.) From whence I argue that it is highly impro 
bable that the ſame Apoſtle thould in another place ftir 
up theſe ſame Lay-Chriſtians to preach to one another in 
their public Aſſemblies, 70. | 
Again, It is in the ſame place alleged that this Duty of 
Teaching and Admoniſhing one another in their Aſſemblies 
is required of the Laity on the higheſt Motives, ſuch as, 
that the Word of God may dwell in you in all Wiſdom, Col. 
3. 16. and that you may comfort and edify one another, .1 
Theſ. 5. 11. Now, 1. Neither of theſe Texts is by St, Paul 
intended as a Motive to any thing at all, as any one may 
ſee by turning to them: And therefore not a Motive to 
the Laity, to preach in public Aſſemblies, The former of 
them is an In undtion by itſelf, independent on what goes 
before, that the Word of God ſhould dwell richly in the Co- 
loſſians in all Vi ſdom': And the latter is likewiſe a Com- 
mand to the Laity diſtin, and of a larger extent than 
that of exhorting one another, which goes before it, and 
makesit their Duty to edify, and profit one another by 
all Methods agreeable to their ſeveral Stations, and to 
the Chriſtian Religion: And therefore is not a Motive to 
the Practice of the foregoing Injunction, but a new In- 
junction added to it. The Motive to both theſe Duties is 
Gg 4 | taken 
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taken from Chriſts Love to us expreſſed in the Verſs 
before. But 2. Neither of theſe Texts can with any q- 
Jour of Argument be apply'd to any thing but the private 
Behaviour of Ch77ftians, diftin& from that in more pulli 
Aſſemblies. What the 4poſtle recommends to the Coloſtan 
in the former is that the Word of God may dwell in they 
which can hear no Relation to their preaching the Word of 
God in public Aſſemblies, but rather implies that they 
have heard it at thoſe Places preached by others. He ad. 
viſes them farther in the ſame Verſe, to teach, and infiruf 
| themſelves; which T wonder this Author did not allege. 
But how is it? By Pſalms and Hymns, and Spiritual Song; 
to keep up a ſenſe of Religion in their Minds by this 
Method. The ſame he recommends to the Epheſians, Hb. 
5. 19. where he expreſſeth it by ſpeaking to themſelvesin 
Pſalms, and Hymns, 8c. In the latter he exhorts the Theſ- 
ſalonian Chriſtians to edify one another, to do one another 
all true and real Service, which certainly they may þe 
exhorted todo without ſuppoſing them Preachers in Put. 
lic Aſſemblies, unleſs this Author's Notion of Edificatim 
be framed according to the Miſtake of ſome Modern 
Chriſtians,and not to the Scriptures themſelves, 3. Theſe 
Injund ions are in the midſt of others, all of a private Na. 
ture, and not concerning any thing relating to pulli 
Forſhip : And therefore it is unreaſonable to apply theſe 
to that Matter, abruptly, and without any the leaft In- 
dication in the Texts themſelves to that purpoſe. 4. In 
both theſe Epiſtles there is a manifeſt Diſtinction made 
between the Laity, and their Paſtors, and public Teachers: 
and therefore no reaſon for St. Paul ſo zealouſly to enjoin 
the Laity to teach in public Aſſemblies, as this Author ſup- 
poſeth he doth. He himſelf, tho' for another End, makes 
mention of Archippus amongſt the Coloftans, to whom bt. 
Paul {ends a Meſſoze in this Epiſtle (juſt as he doth Salu- 
tations to others) that He ſhould take heed to the Mimſiry 
he had received, to fulfil it. From whence it is evident 
that he had an Office, and Duty incumbent on him, di- 
ſtinct from thoſe of the Laity. And in the Epiſtle E. 
| ; of. 
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Theſſalonians now cited, in the very next Words following 
thoſe quoted by this Author, St. Paul beſeecheth them to 
tale notice of thoſe who labour among ſt them, and are over 
them in the Lord, and inſtruct them; and to eſteem them, ex- 
ceedir:oly, in love, for their works ſake : Words, which, I 
think, ſufficiently imply an appropriated Office of Paſtors 
and Teachers in thoſe Days. Theſe Paſſages, therefore, 
cited by this Author for the Laity's preaching in the Days 
of the Apoſtles, concern only private Exbortations, and 
Admonitions ; and ſo are nothing to his PurpoſQ. 
2. Others of hem will be found to be only Directions 
how thoſe Perſons ſhould manage themſelves in the public 
Aſſemblies, who had extraordinary, and miraculous Gifts, 
and particularly Revelations from the Spirit of God in thoſe 
firſt Days: And ſuch as cannot be of any Concern in 
theſe Days, when there are no ſuch Revelatzons. Thus if 
we examine 1 Cor. 14. we ſhall find that the only Rea- 
ſon for ſo many ſpeaking in the public Aſſemblies was 
that it pleaſed God to give to many of them miraculous 
Gifts, and extraordinary Revelations, Chap. 12. 8, 9, 10. 
which is a ſufficient ground for any one to ſpeak in Public 
to ſuch as acknowledge the Divine Inſpiration of what 
they have to ſay. And when he exhorts them, v. 12. to 
labour to excel for the edifying of the Church (which this 
Author allegeth) this is h s way of doing it, ſince you are 
ſo much for the extraordinary Gifts of the Spirit, deſire 
and labour after ſuch, and after ſuch an uſe of them, as 
may be moſt for the common Benefit of you all. And 
what is this to any other Church, or Time, in the World, 
in which there are not ſuch Gifts, and Revelations? When 
other Churches, are like the Church at Corinth at this time, 
let their public Aſſemblies be managed according to this 
Chapter, So if we look into the other Text alleged, viz. 
1 Fet. 4. 10. and compare it with the Verſe foregoing, 
we ſhall find either, 1. That it is a Direction to thoſe 
Who were peculiarly called to the Office of ſpeaking m 
Public, as it may be thought from its being join'd with 
the Office of Miniſtring in the ſame Verſe: And if fo, -y 
w 
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who will be the Perſons called to this Office, this ve 
Paflage proves a Confinement of this Office. For it is plainly 
St. Peter's baer, v. 9. to exhort all amongſt them 0 IM Fr: 
perform their ſeveral Duties, and exerciſe their ſeveral (el: 
Gifts, for the common Good of the Church : And v. 1c, Ml fan 
to direct thoſe whoſe Office it was to ſpeak, to do it as the Ml an 
Orac les of God. From whence I argue againſt the Deſizn Ml 
for which this Text is produced by this Author, that it Ml te: 
appears from this very Text, that the Ofice of Preaching, Ml ho 
or Speaking. in public Aſſemblies, was not a common Office, Ml P 
but confined , to. ſome particular Perſons, Or, 2. We Mt 
ſhall find that the Words are ſpoken of a particular au-. ot 
traordinary Gift of the Holy Spirit given in thoſe Days, D. 
yet ſo as to require the prudent Management of the Pe- cb 
5 who had received it, for the Good of the Church. J 
This ſeems probable from its being called by the Name Ia 
of x«coue 1 the Verſe before. And if fo, they have no lf i! 
Place in the preſent State of the Church : Nor can any Wl ca 
thang be, argued from them. | 
Add to this, that in theſe very Epiſtles out of which 
theſe Paſſages are quoted, there is a manifeſt Diſtinion 
made of Eccleſiaftical Oficers from the Laity, and a mi 
nifelt Confinement of the Office of Teaching, or Preaching 
in our ſenſe of the Word. St. Paul in the firſt Epiſtle to 
the Corinthians, when he is ſpeaking of the wonderfil 
Gifts in this Church, (which was the only Ground for the 
ſpeaking of ſo many in their Aſſemblies) himſelf makes: 
Difference of Gifts beſtow'd upon different Perſons, Ch. 
12. 8, 9, 10. and a Diſtinction of Offces to which difte 
rent Perſons: were called, v. 5. 28, 29, 30. by which 
means he effectually ſets Limits to the Offices here men. 
Hon'd ; and provides that even of thoſe Perſons who had 
extraordinary Gifts none ſhould. ſpeak in public but ſuch 
whoſe Gifts, or Revelations, peculiarly fitted them for it 
So that there is included in his Account of the ſever 
Gifts and Offices then in that Church a Conſinement of 
theſe ſeveral Gifts and Offices to particular Perſons. But 
to put it beyond all doubt, this ſame Apoſtle who is here 
A EE or min a engage x into 
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introduced as a Patron of the whole Laity's preaching, 
doth himſelf ask, ch. 12. v. 29. Are all Apaſtles? Are all 
Prophets ? Are all Teachers ? The Apoſtle anſwers him- 
ſelf, No, by asking the Queſtion, and allo aſſerts in the 
ſame Chapter that God hath appointed ſome to one Office, 
and ſome to another, Are all Teachers? Tes, this Author 
anſwers in expreſs contradiction to St. Paul in this Chap- 
ter, all were Teachers in thoſe Days : But the Reader, I 
hope, will confider whether he had not better believe St. 
pl about the State of the Church at that Time, than this 
Writer. In the firſt Epiſtle of St. Peter, out of which the 
other Paſſage is quoted, there is likewiſe.a moſt manifeſt 
Diſtinction made between the Preſbyters, and their Flock, 
ch. F. v. 1, 2, 3. 1. e. between Clergy, and Laity.: The 
#91 mer of which are called upon as Shepherds to feed the 
latter; and the latter are ſtyV'd the Flock committed to 
the Care of the forme, And how every one of the Flock 
can have the Office of the Shepherd of the Flock, I leave to 
this Author to judge. E 

3. If we examine the remaining ſtances this Author 
produceth of the preaching of the Laity, we ſhall find that 
theſe likewiſe are of no importance in the preſent Debate, 
as they only concern the preaching of the Goſpel where it 
never was heard of, or the endeavouring to convince In- 
fidels of the Truth and Reaſonableneſs of the Chriſtian 
Religion, For, 1. Suppoſing that all they were. Laymen 
wbo were ſcattered abroad upon the Perſecution raiſed on 
St. Stephen's Account, Ad. 8, 4. it is manifeſt that, they 
were ſcatter d into. Countries where there were none to 
preach the Goſpel to Infidels but themſelves : And it is 
manifeſt that they had the Power of working Miracles to 
juſtify themſelves to any who ſhould ask then bY what 
Authority they preached a new Doctrine, and ſet them- 
ſelves to alter the Faith, and Practice of the World about 


them, I fay it is manifeſt they had this Power of Mira- 
cles, if we may judge of the reſt by Philip, v. 6. and by 
the Succeſs they had, ch. 11. 21. and by the conſtant at- 
tendance of Miracles upon thoſe who were the firſt Preach- 
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were authorized by the Apoſtles to Preach, and Baptize * 


ers of the Goſpel; and by the Expreſſion uſed concen- 
ing them, that the hand of the Lord was with them, Le 
therefore thoſe Laymen who would argue from hence put 
themſelves into the Condition of theſe Brethren. Let the PP 
Providence of God caſt them into Countries of Infidels wh, | 
have no other Opportunity of hearing of Chriſt but by 
them; and this it ſelf in my Opinion, will give them a . 
Commiſſion, if there be any hope of Succeſs, to endeavour N fett 
to convert as many as they can, to the faith of Jeſu WM 17 
Chrift: And if they have the ſame power of working 
Miracles, they need not doubt of the fame ſucceſs. But 
what is this to the Caſe of Chriſtians already converted? an 
And what doth this towards the diſcovery of the Practice 
of the Laity in the Aſſemblies of the firſi Chriſtians when I di 
the Churches came to be in a more ſetled condition? For WM ch. 
It cannot be right to argue, Lay-men preached the Goſpel byt 
In Places, where there were no others to preach it, and in 
order to convert Unbelievers were enabled to work Mira- 
cles: Therefore Lay- men, who have no ſuch Power to ſhew, 
may teach publicly in the more regular Congregations of 
Chrifians, in which there are others whoſe Office it is to 
doit. But, 2, Why muſt it be ſuppoſed that theſe Per- 
ſons ſcatter'd abroad were all Lay-men, when v. 1. of this 
Chapter it is repreſented that the Perſecution was ſo great 
that all were ſcattered abroad, except the Apoſtles. If all 
Except the Apoſtles, then many of Hole ſcatter'd abroad 
muſt needs have been Perſons peculiarly ſet apart for 
the Office of Teaching and Preaching, And why muſt it 
be ſuppoſed that Men of ſuch Qualifications as Philip, 
by being made Deacons, were kept from any Office of 
more Conſequence in the Church, and not rather that they 


3. To make it highly probable that many of theſe were 

before this authorized to be Preachers, I allege the Teſtr 

mony of Clemens Romanus, a Writer contemporary with 

the Apoſtles, and who hath the Happineſs to - much re- 

garded by this Author. He knew thoſe Times as well as 

any one: And he aſſures us that the Apoſtles confirm 
[ 


JET ˙ O and. 9 .a& A. hu 


Epiſcopal Ordination. 461 


ne very ft Fruits of the converted Perſons to be Biſpops 
or Presbyters) and Deacons ; and conſequently many were 
zppropriated immediately to Eccleſiaſtical Offices, Ep. ad 
Gr. p. 99. Ed. Lond, But, 4. Let theſe Preachers be what 
this Author pleaſeth, he ought to remember that after they 
had converted a good Number at Antioch to the Chriſtian 
Faith, Barnabas was ſent from Ferufalem to eſtabliſh, and 
ſettle them: and be, and Paul taught there a whole Year, 
Afs 11. 22, 26. and that ſome Time after they returned 
again to Antioch, and themſelves appointed Preſbyters in 
every Church, Acts 14. 23. from whence it appears that 
all Things which the Apofles thought fit could not be done 
at firſt ; that ſomething more was neceſſary than the Ele- 
ction of the Laity to conſtitute any one a Preſbyter; and 
that there is ſuch an appopriated Office as that ofa Pref 
byter by the Will of the 4poſtles; contrary to many of this 
Autbor's Poſitions, And now if he could prove that after 
this Appointment of Preſbyters by the Apoſtles the Laity of 
theirCongregations exerciſed the Functions which it was their 
proper Buſineſs to exerciſe, this would do his Cauſe ſome 
Service : but nothing leſs than this can be ofany ule to it. 
The like Account likewiſe may be given of the Bre- 
thren mentioned, Phil. 1. 14. who ſpake the Word with Bold- 
ſs, and-preached Chriſt. For, 1. The Brethren in the 
Lord were probably anthorized Preachers, called to that 
Ofice, aud commiſſioned to execute it, at leaſt, thoſe of 
them who preached Chriſt out of good Will, v. 15. for the 
preaching of the others St. Paul doth not ſeem to approve 
ol, tho he rejoiceth at the Converſion of any Unbelievers 


by means of it, v. 16. Nay, theſe very Perſons might have 


been authorized, tho' they now exerciſed their Office from 
no very good Principles. Here is no Argument to prove 
theſe Preachers to have been Lay- men but the calling them 
brethren, which is no Argument at all: for ſo is Timothy 
called, Heb. 13. 23. Tychicus, Eph. 6. 21. St. Luke, or ſome | 
other Ecclefiaſtic, 2 Cor. 8. 18. and, not to name any more, 
Epaphroditus in this very Epiſtle, ch. 2. 25. With what Rea- 
lon therefore can this Author argue from hence, when it 

18 
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is not at all probable that the Perſons here ſpoken of wers 
3 2. Suppoſing them to have been Laymen, thi th 
only endeavoured to convert thoſe Infidels they had 
ee to ſpeak with, to the Chriſtian Faith, and why 
ad no other way of hearing of the Goſpel but by then, 
What is this to their performing the Office of Presbyters, B- 
and Paſtors in Congregations of Chriſtians already eftabliſh- N. 
ed; about which only the preſent Debate is? 3. The firk is 
Verſe of this very Epiſtle proves a Diſtinction of Offices, ju 
and the Settlement of Presbyters, and Deacons in all Chyr- 
ches, as ſoon as the Numbers of Chriſtians increaſed, and ſe 
there was an Opportunity of doing it, which helps to Wl d 
overthrow the Principles of this Author. 1 
From all that hath been here ſaid it appears that all h. 
theſe Paſſages (which I have particularly conſidered) prove; 
nothing to his Purpoſe; and that it unhappily falls out, b 
that thoſe very Writings of the Apoftles out of which he n 
hath collected theſe Texts, afford us ſufficient Demonſtra- t 
tion of that Diſtinction between the Clergy and Laity ( as 
ſoon as it could poſſibly be fixed) againſt which this A 
thor hath ſhewn ſo much prejudiced, and partial Zeal. 
And for a farther Demonſtration of it I muſt refer the 
Reader to the former Chapters. | 
I come now to thoſe — given by this Author of 
the Laity's Baptizing in the Days of the Apoſtles, that we 
may judge what Service theſe can be ſuppoſed to do his 
Cauſe, But before he comes to his Inſtances, he obſerves 
that the Command given to the Apoſtles to make Diſciples, 
and baptize,Matt. 28. 19, doth not exclude the Lait), p. 
135. To which I anſwer, that I do not found the Excluſon 
of the Laity from any Offices upon this Command, but up- 
on the Will of the Apoſtles, ſufficiently declared afterwards, 
as I have explained this Matter in the foregoing Chapter: 
The Sie is whether the Apoſtles did not think fit for 
Orders ſake to ſet apart a particular Order of Men, tor 
the Performance of theſe Offces: for if they did, this - 
an Excluſion of others from the Performance of them. | 
have ſhewn that none of the Inflances produced by this 3 
: 
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ere o/ prove that it was the Office of the Latty to l 
ey WM the public Congregations in the Days of the Apoſtles: And 
5 as to baptizing, 1 proceed to conſider what he hath here 
[00 roduced. | _ 
Mm, : 1. Cornelius, and his Houſhold were baptized by the 
rr, WW Brethren which accompanied St. Peter, Acts 10. 23, 48. 
ſh- Now, 1. Here were many Perſons gathered together, às it 
rt is expreſſed, v. 27, all now to be baptized, which was a 
juſt Occaſion for St. Peter to put the Work upon others. 
„2. Theſe others, whoever they were, never thought them- 
nd ſelres qualified for the Work, nor did they go about to 
to do it, till St. Petey commanded it to be done: And con- 
WH {quently this was as effectually St. Peter's own Acc, as if 
all WW he had commanded his own Hands to bear a part in it. 
ve 3. St. Peter's Commiſſion to theſe Perſons, at this Time, 
it, bears them out in the baptizing theſe Perſons, but here is 
de nothing that implies that either they looked upon this as 
their Office, or ever did the like either before; or after, 
without the like occaſional Commiſſion, 4. This Inſtance, 
therefore, can bear out no Laymen who baptize any, unleſs 
ſuch as do it on a like extraordinary Occaſion, and by 
Order of ſuch an Eccleſiaſtical Officer as undoubtedly hath 
Authority to give ſuch an Order. For theſe Perſons bap- 
tizing at St. Peter's Requeſt, as this Author expreſſeth it, 
is {0 far from ſerving his Purpoſe, that it overthrows it, 


as it ſnews that they did not think of doing it without 
$ his Order. 5. Much leſs can this Infance ſhew that the 
„ Aroftles did not, when the Churches came to be in a more 
f ſetled Eſtate, and it was time to eſtabliſh Matters of Or- 


der and Regularity, themſelves confine this Office to that 
Order of Eccleſiaſtical Officers which they appointed in the 
Church: and therefore it cannot be of the leaſt Service to 
this Author, Let Laymen baptize in the like Caſe, I know 
nothing to hinder, or forhid them. 1M 

2. Great Numbers were baptized in Samaria, upon the 
Preaching of ——_ Acts 8. 12. which muſt be done by 
the Laity, becauſe there were none but Laymen here: or 
Deacons, in whoſe Commiſſion there was nothing 1 

ut 


which could not be done by the Apoſtles alone. Now, 1. This 
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but the Buſineſs of looking after the Poor, p. 136. But 1. 


It is a great Preſumption in this Author to affirm that 
there were none in the Church at that Time, except the 


Apoſtles, peculiarly appointed to particular Eccleſiaſtical 


Offices. 2. Philip himſelf might have been authorized by 
them to the Office of Preaching,and Baptizing, and ſeveral 
others of like Qualifications. 3. I have thewn before from 
Clemens Romanus, that the Apoſtles appointed and ordained 
many of the very firſt converted Perſons to Eccleftaſtical 
Offices. 4. Suppoſing the Perſons who baptized not to Hare 
been peculiarly ſet apart to that Office, the Miracles 
wrought by Philip were a ſufficient Juſtification of what 
he ſhould think fitting to be done on ſuch an extraordi- 
nary Occaſion as this. 5. It there were none but Lay-men 
preſent, then there were no others at this Time to baptix- 
the Numbers here ſpoken of. And ſo they performed this 
neceſſary Work, becauſe there was no Body to perform it 
but themſelves. 6. Let Lay-men therefore convert Infidels, 
and baptize upon the hike Occaſion and, I may add, let 
Miracles be wrought to ſhew they come not without be- 
ing ſent by God, and I will undertake this Inſtance will 
bear them out. 7. If the Apoſtles did, after this, appro- 
priate this Office to a particular ſort of Men, this is a ſuf: 
cient Direction to all ſerious Perſons in all ordinary Caſes, 
and to all who are concerned for Order and Regularit) in 
the Church of Chriſt. 

3. Ananias baptized St. Paul himſelf, But it is fit to 


_ conſider that what was done in this Caſe was done by the 
1 Command, and extraordinary Direction of God 


imſelf: and therefore nothing can be argued from it to 
ordinary Caſes; nothing againſt the Appointment of the 
Apoſtles when the Affairs of the Church came to be ſetled. 
Let any Lay-man baptize, when he hath the Commiſfion 


Ananias here had from Heaven: and this will bear him 


out. But otherwiſe he muſt ſeek for other Arguments 
to juſtify him. 
4. Three Thouſand were baptized at once, Ads 2. 41. 


was 
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eas done by the Direction of the Apoſtles at that very 
. Time; and therefore nothing can be argued from hence 
it in favour of any Laymen who ſhould do the ſame, with- 
© out the ſame Direction; without which none of the Lay- 
en here concerned woüld have thought of doing it. 2. If 
de Apo/tles alone could not have done this, without hin- 
l lring ſomething of greater Conſequence, then, according 
n to this Author himſelf, this is an-Inſtance of the Lazty's 
1 W:ntizing only in Caſe of Neceſſity, and this by the Dire- 
a ction of the Apoſtles : And what can heargued from hence 
© Wor Baptiſm by Laymen, unleſs in the like Circumſtances, in 
5 Wiwhich I heartily allow of it? 3. What the Apoſtles order- 
ed in ſo extraordinary a Caſe, in the very firſt beginning 
of the Curch, doth not at all ſhew what their Will was, 
about the Office of Baptizing, when it was due Time to 
ſettle ſuch Points. | A 
q 5. St. Paul declareth he was not ſent to baptize, but to 
reach. Our Saviour baptized not, but his Diſciples: 
„and from hence this Author thinks it probable that the 
t [1 Office of waſhing the Filth of the Fleſh was left to the 
ö meaneft and loweff. Now, 1. The only Reaſon why St. Paul, 
and the Higheft in the Church did it not, was becauſe they 
. would not be hindred in their great Work of converting 
Unbelievers,and becauſe they had thoſe about them, whom 
they appointed to this Buſineſs, not becauſe they thought 
ta ſeryzle Work, 2. This Author unwarily by this way 
of arguing proves the Laity to have been the loweſt aud 
meaneft in the Church, by ſhewing that they baptized; and 
affirming that to baptize was a ſervile Work, left to the 


d eaneſt, and loweſt : and ſo contradicts his own Principles, 
0 nd 4/?rtions in other places, in which he hath laboured 
1 o place them even above the Apoſtles themſelves : ſo much 
g Path his Zeal, and Indignation againſt ſome particular Men 


tranſported him beyond himſelf. Otherwiſe he would 
ave contended that this Office belonged to the Clergy pe- 
uliarly, or at leaſt he would not have envied them the 
Erecution of it, ſince he hath ſhewn that it was a ſervile 
ork, and left to the meaneſt, and loweſt in the Church. For, 
Hh | . 3. He 


- 


3. He hath furniſhed me with this unanſwerable Argu- 


With this Author in the Conſequences he draws from * 
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ment againſt himſelf, Baptiſm was leftto the loweſt and nen : 

_ eft in the Church. But theClergy are, according to i- ;, 
himſelf, the loweft and meaneſt Perſons in the Chur, 5 
Therefore Baptiſm is their Work peculiarly. = 
To conclude this Head. All his Inſtances of Lay-Bapiiſm ye 


in the Days of the Apoſtles are taken from the very firt 
unſetled Condition of the Church be fore the Apoſtles could 
have Opportunity to eſtabliſh any thing of Oder in it; 
and from Caſes of Neceſity, or very exiraordinary, from 
which nothing can follow to the Advantage of his Canſe; 
or any thing againſt the Confinement of this Office to a pu- 
ticular Order of Men by the Apoſtles themſelves, 
Fourthly, To confirm what he hath alleged for the Pn. 
ctice of the Laity in the Days of the Apoſtles, he likewik 
appeals to Iro Authors amongſt the Antients. 
One of theſe he calls Pſeudo- Ambroſe, p. 135. but hoy 
antient he was, i. e. how capable of being a Witneſs d 
what was done in thoſe Days, he doth not let his Reader 
know; for fear, probably, that they ſhould have Senk 
enough to judge that a Man who was not born till abo 
Two Hundred Years after the Death of all the Apoſſles, di 
not deſerve the Name of a very antient Author, and coul 
not juſtly be cited as a Vitneſs of what was done neat 
Three Hundred Years before his own Time. Suppoſig 
therefore that he ſaith, that all at fir ft taught and baptizu 
I. It is manifeſt that he cannot ſay this as a Witneſs d 
what was done in the firſt Days of the Church, becauſe le 
lived at fo great a diſtance from them, that his Teſtimony 
conſidered as a Teftimony, cannot be admitted by all 
Laws of Equity in the World. 2. It is as manifeſt that 
he only collected this from thoſe Inſfance alleged by ti 
very Author out of the New Teffament : the Force of whid 
I have now examined: and fo his ſaying this, as his o 
Judgment, ſignifieth no more than this Author's ſayith 
it himſelf; and ſo adds not the leaſt Weight to the 4 
gument, even granting that be was of the ſame Opuud 


' 
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But, 3. It is manifeſt from the ſame, and other parallel 
centences of this antient Writer, that he intended not to 
infer any thing, from theſe Inflances of w'at was done in 
the very firſt unſetled Condition of the Church, againſt 
the Apoſtolical Confinement of Ordination particularly to a 
peculiar Order of Men. But doth himfel' in effect ac- 
knowledge, and plead for ſuch a Confinement: As this Au- 
thor cannot but know, beczuſe he muſt have ſeen his 
Words often cited by the Advocates for the Cauſe of Pref 
hrs 07 | | | 
"The other of theſe is Clemens Romanus, a very antient 
Writer indeed, pompouſly cited by this Author, p. 157. 
as if he were perfectly of his own Principles, under the 
Title of an Author antienter than ſome of the Writings even 
of the New Teſtament, and read with them publicly in the 
Churches, &c. Let us ſee, therefore, what 1s alleged from 
him, becauſe all muſt grant that it ought to be of impor- 
tance in this Cauſe. | B 

I, This Author faith, that this antient Vriter calls the 
Cenſures of the Church, the Commands o the People, The 
only Paſſage he can mean ( for he hath not quoted the 
Tage) is that p. 125. Ed, Lond. in which this good Man 
15 propoſing a Method of healing that Schiſm, and Con- 
tention which was come to a great height amongſt the 
Corinthians; And his Advice is this. Is there any amongſt 
Jou of a truly generous and charitable Spirit, thoroughly mo- 
ved with a deſire of healing this Quarrel? Let him ſay thus, 
If theſe Heats, and Contentions are on my Account, Iam ready 
to depart, .and be gone, or to do any thing in order to heal 
them, that the ref} of my Brethren ſhall think fit to order: 
(then follow immediately theſe Words) only let the Flock 
of Chrift, together with the Preſbyters ſet over it live in Peace. 
And he adds, Whoever hath the Chriſtian Spirit to make 
uh an Offer as this, will gain to himſelf an extraordinary 
Degree of Glory with God: And every Place will be glad to 
7ecerve a Perſon of ſo peaceable and excellent a Diſpoſition. 
Now, 1. I ſay, this Advice might be given ſuppoſing 
the People to have no more Ecclefiaftical Authority than 

Wn ns „ what 
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what they enjoy at this Day; for they themſelves are the 
only Judges of what will make themſelves eaſy, and 
quiet; and if an End cannot be put to a Quarrel amongſt 
Fellow Chriſtians without the Departure of ſuch, and ſuch 
particular Perſons, they themſelves are the only Perſons 
fit to declare this. 2. This Author himſelf cannot ſup- 
Poſe that here is any Authority at all lodged in the People 
in thefe Words, becauſe if there be any, it is an Autho- 
rity to fend away a Neighbour, and Fellow-Chriſtian 
from his uſual Habitation (i. e. in ſome Caſes, to ruine 
him and his Family) whenever they ſhall pleaſe to be ſo 
humourſome as not to be able to live peaceably by him: 
Nay, to ſend away the very beſt, and moſt charitable 
Perſons amongſt them; for to fuch as theſe the Depar 
ture here ſpoken of is propoſed. Now I ask this Author, 
whether he will be the Patron of ſuch a pernicious Autbo- 
rity as this, 1n any Congregation, or Neighbourhood of 
Lay-Chriftians, If he would; then is he, notwithſtand- 
ing all his Pretenſes, the Patron of Tyranny. If he would 
not; then cannot he plead from theſe Words for any 
Authority at all in the People, becauſe if they give them 
any Authority, it is the Authority before- mentioned. g. 
Had St. Clement meant to ſignify that any ſuch Aut horii 
Was of right in the People, the proper way for him to 
have expreſſed himſelf was to ſay, that the People had a 
right to meet, and to command the Departure of any 
Perſon at whom they were uneaſy ; and this Perfon was 
obliged in Conſcience to obey their Commands : But he 
faith no ſuch thing; and therefore it is probable knew of 
no ſuch Method of putting an End to Quarrels and Divi- 
ſions. 4. It is manifeſt that it was not his Deſign to pro- 
poſe this as an uſual Method, or to intimate any fuc 
Authority originally in the People : But to recommend to 
the beſt diſpoſed Perſons amongſt them an extraordmay 
Method, to which they were not obliged in ſtrictneſs of 
Right, or rigour of Fuftice, viz. to ſhew their great regarl 
to Peace by making this voluntary Offer to the 10 
Tf our Preſence be the occaſion of perpetuating Unchr:f1a! 
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Beats, and Diſſenſions, we are ready to depart, or do any 
thing you ſhall think fit to command in order to heal this great 
Quarrel, and Diviſion. Before this Offer, it is plain he did 
not think the People had any right to order any ſuck 
thing, becauſe if he did, there was not the leaſt occaſion 
for his adviſing that ſuch an Offer ſhould be made : And 
if after it they had any Power, it was only in this parti- 
cular Inſtance, and over theſe particular Perſons, who 
voluntarily were to make the Offer, and to give this 
Power; and conſequently it is no more Power than any 
Congregation, or Neighbourhood of Chriſtians hath at this 
Day, if any of their Fellow-Chriſtians think fit to put 
themſelves under their diſpoſal upon the like pw” 
5. We ſee in this very Sentence (which this Author 
thought not for his Purpoſe to quote at length, but rather 
choſe to take out of it a Word or two which depend en- 
tirely upon the reſt) a manifeſt Diſtinction in thoſe very 
early Days between the Flock of Chriſt, i. e. the Laity, 
and the Preſbyters their Paſtors : And a ſuperiority (in ſome 
ſenſe) of the latter over the former then acknowledged, 
and profeſſed: | | | 
2. St. Clemens Romanus is quoted again by this Author, 
p. 158. as ſaying that the Apoſtles ordained with the Con- 
ſent of the whole Church, expreſſed, as he ſaith, by holding 
up the Hands of the People. Now, 1. This antient Wri- 
ter doth not ſay that the Apoſtles ordained any with the 
Conſent of the Church: But coimects the Conſent of the 
Church to the Ordination of Preſbyters by other excellent 
Men after the firſt Ordinations by the Apoſtles. Nay, 2. 
In another place where he ſpeaks of the Ordination of 
Preſbyters by the Apoſtles, he is ſo far from ſaying that 
they ordained Eccleſiaſtical Officers not without the Con- 
ſent of the Church, that he declares that they ordained 
Perſons, the very 'Firſt-fruits of the Converts to Eccle- 
faſtical Ofices for the ſake of thoſe whe ſhould believe af- 
terwards. Neither 3. doth he ſpeak of any Conſent of 
the People as a thing neceſſary in thoſe firff Ordinations, 
but onty uſeth it as an Argument to the Corinthians that 
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thoſe Perſons would not be forcibly caſt out of the Exer 
ciſe of their Office, who had been ordained either by the 
Apoſtles, or other excellent Perſons, and of whoſe Ordi. 
nation the whole Church had at that time expreſſed a 
very good liking ; and had often ſince born Teſtimony 
to them. and who had carry'd - themſelves unblamegh] 
in their Office. Blondel indeed (p. 379.) doth ſtrangely 
and with a ſurprizing Freedom __ this Sentence,chang- 
ing the Accuſatine Caſe into the Nominative, and making 
it part of the foregoing Sentence, againſt all Rules of 
Grammar, in order, I ſuppoſe, to connect the Conſent of 
the Church here mentioned to the 4poſtolical Order men. 
tion d before. But as it is, the moſt that can be col. 
lected from it is, that when it could be, Ordinationt were 
erformed in the Preſence of the People, and a Liberty 


allow'd them to give in their Teſtimonies concerning the 


Behaviour of the Perſons to be ordained if they had lived 


amongſt them. This is done in our own Church at this 
time, and J am fully of opinion that it is very well it i 


ſo, and might be very well, likewiſe, if a more open, 


and timely Appeal were made to the Teſtimony of all who 


may he ſuppoſed to know the Perſons concerned. But 
this is not at all to this Aut hor's Purpoſe, This makes 
not them the Fudges of their Qualifications, nor the Given 


of the Authority which Preſbyters have to miniſter in God's 


Church. For in the fr ft Epiſtle to Timothy, when St. Paul 
had a fair Opportunity of declaring his Mind in this 


4 


Matter. tho' he required that the Perſons ordained ſhould 


be Perſons of good Reputation, and ſo made it neceſſary} 


for imothy to enquire out their Characters even among 
the Hathens theniſelves; yet he left the final Determr 


nat ion, and the giving the Commiſion entirely to Timothy. 


Nay, It will as well follow that the Heathens had the 
Right here pleaded for, in Oydinations, as that the Chr 


ſtian Laity had it » ſeeing their Teſtimony alſo is ſpokel 


of by St. Paul. 4. It is here acknowledged by this 4 
thor, that the 4poſtles are ſaid to ordain as chief Diredors 


This is a Favour indeed ; and the more becauſe if * 
at 
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er chat, according to hanſelf, ſomething more was in their 
he Days requiſite than the Peoples appointing a Perſon to 
di. WY officiate amongſt them, If the Apoſtles were the Chief 
| » Dire tors, then I am apt to think they found out, and 
ny WY nominated the Perſons they thought fit to be ordained 
ly Preſtyters, and judged of their Dualifications ; and that 
ly, MW their Commithon was ſo neceſſary that the Appointment 
cc the People ſignified nothing without it. The Peoples 
ng Concern, or Authority in this Matter, was at moſt no 
of MW more, than it would be, if a King ſhonld reſolve gene- 
of rally to grant no Commiſion for the Office of Fuſftice of 
n- Trace, unleſs to Perſons of good Reputation amongſt their 
ol. WM Neighbour's, and accordingly grant his Commiſtons in an 
re Ml Aſſembly of the People, and give them the liberty of giving 
ty in their Teffrmonzes concerning the Character of the Fer ſons 
he deſigned by bim tor that Ofice. But all muſt ſee that 
ed MW this gives not to the People the Power of ſo much as no- 
iis WW 1minating the Perſons; much leſs doth it imply that an 
cer fo conſtituted acts by Authority at that time deri- 
ved from them. Nay, 5. Granting all that this Author 
can think to be imply'd in this Expreſſion of St. Clement; 
the Right which this Author hath contended for, in the 
Name of the Laztv, viz. that of appointing and ordaming 
Preſbyters in the Church, without the interpoſition of any 
Eccleſiaſtical Officer, can by no means follow from it. For 
the Ordination of the Apoſ les, and of other excellent Per- 
ſons, is named in the very Words before it, as ſomething 
equally neceſlary at leaſt. 6. I muſt obſerve that St, 
Clement himſelt is fo expreſs in his Teſtimony concerning 
the Diſtinction of Clergy, and Laity, and the Office of Or- 
dination, in the very firſt Days, that I fear this Author 
will not be determined in this Controverſy by him, as he 
hath not ſhewn himſelf willing that his Reader ſhonld 


know what that very antient Writer ſaith on this Subject. 
I. In the Sentence I had occaſion juſt now to lay before 
the Reader, he mentions the Flock of Chriſt, and the Hef 
byters ſet over it, 2. In the Sentence now before us, he 
makes theſe very Preſbyters conſtituted not by the Flock it 
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ſelf, (i. e. the Laity ;) but either by the Apaſtles, or by 
other choice excellent Perſons, ſuch as Timothy, and Titw, 
3. In the Sentence before that, he affirms that the Apoſiles 
order'd that there ſhould always be a particular Order of 
Men ſucceeding to the Office of thoſe whom they ordained 
upon their Deaths. 4. In another place, p. 132. he be- 
ſeecheth the Lazty to be ſubje# to the Presbyters, appointed 
by the Perſons before ſpoken of, to be their Paſtors, and 
Teachers. 5. In another place, p. 98. he diſtinguiſheth 
the Presbyters and Deacons made at the very beginning <> 
the Preaching of the Apoſtles, from the believing Lait) 
6. In another, p. 96. he diſtinguiſheth in the Chriſtian 
Church manifeſtly, the Station and Offices of Hieb-Preef, 
Prieft, and Levite, from that of Laics, who he ſaith are 
within Bounds : And ſo goes on to exhort the Corinthian 
Laics to keep within the Bounds preſcribed to them, 
Now who would think that theſe and the like Paſſages, 
and Expreſions in this Apoſtolical Author ſhould be wholly 
paſt over by this Impartial Author, and every little Word 
caught at, and rigorouſly interpreted, that it may bear 
hard upon a whole Order of Men, and expoſe them to 
thoſe who have neither Ability, nor Leiſure to ſearch into 
the Primitive Conſtitution of Eccleſiaſtical Affairs? 
After I have taken ſo much Pains to conſider particu- 
larly every thing he hath alleged from the Y7itings of the 
Apoſtles, and their Contemporaries, I ſhall not think my 
{elf obliged to conſider at large all St. Cyprian's high Com: 
Piements to the Laity. For, 1. This Author himſelf knows 
that the Laity neither did then, nor do now, deſerve ſuch 
Epitbets, and Encomiums as he gives them, without making 
great Abatements in the Interpretation of them. 2. He 
produceth nothing out of him concerning Ordination, but 
that he was reſolved not to act in it clandefinely, but in 
the Face of the People, that they might have the more &. 


i faction: Nothing to take from himſelf the Authority of 


Ordaining, or to give it to them, 3. Suppoſing they choſe 
him Biſbop, and in ſome other Churches choſe their Biſhops, 


this will not prove that they ordained one ſingle Presbyter, 
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a that every particular Congregation appointed their own 
Faſfor and Teacher, any more than the Peoples chuſing a 
King proves that, after that Choice, they commiſton all 
Fuſtices of Peace, and Officers who are to act under him. 
4. This Author himſelf will not be determined by St. Cy- 


prian concerning the Authority of a Biſhop, or any other 


Eccleſiaſtical Matters, but juſt make uſe o {ome particu- 
lar Sentences in him as he judges may beſt ſerve his own 
Purpoſe. 98 * der: ; 
From all that hath been ſaid under this Head it appears, 
that none of the Inſtances alleged by this Author of the 
Laity's Preaching, and Baptizing are of any force in the 
Caſe he hath undertaken, and likewiſe, which happpens 
very unluckily, that every one of thoſe Books, and Vri- 
tings, out of which he hath choſen theſe - Inſtances, bear 
abundant Evidence of a ſetled Diſtinction between Clergy, 
and Laity,in the very firſt,and earlieſt Days of the Church, 
and in all Churches as ſoon as it was poſſible. And from 
all that hath been ſaid in anſwer to the Argument drawn by 
this Author from the Powers, and Practice of the Laity in 
the Days of the Apoſtles, it 18 manifeſt that all Church- 
Power was not in the teople ; and particularly, that they 
were reſtrained by the Apoſtles themſelves from Ordination, 
and the Management of that lodged, and left by them in 
the Hands of Ecclefiaſtical Officers, diſtinct from the Laity. 
In fine, I am as much againſt Eccleſiaſtical Tyranny 2s' this 
Author himſelf can be. I plead not for any Exorbitant 
Topers in Biſhops, nor any Authority in any of the Clergy," 
but what is neceſſary at all times for the carrying forward 


the great Ends of the Goſpel, and the better ſecuring the 


Profeſſion of Chriſtianity in the World. T-have paſt over 
all his Vitticiſms, and his unſeaſonable Feſts, and confin'd 
my ſelf wholly to his Rea ſonings on the Point of Ordina- 
ton; to which it hath been my only Buſineſs to give a 


clear and ſufficient Reply: Which I now recommend to 


his ſerious Conſideration, hoping that it may help to con- 
vince him that this Part of the Canfe is not ſo evident as 
he would willingly believe it to be, 240 


- 
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CONCLUSION. 


A* D now toconclude the whole. Having ſhewn in 
the ſir ft Chapter from all the Scripture Inſtances, and 
Rules, relati g tb Ordination, that this A air was manag d 
in the Days of the Apoſtles by Officers ſuperior toPreſbyter, 
and this by the Appointment of the Apoſtles themſclves: 
Having vindicated the Validity of that concurrent I 
 mony, of Antiquity which bears Witneſs to the Apoſtles fix 
ing this Superiority in the Church, and traces it up to their 
Days: Having ſhewn the Inſufficiency, and Inconſiſtency 
of thoſe Schemes, concerning the fixing Epiſcopacy in the fin 
Church, which have been oppoſed to this: Nay, having lil 
Thewn that even St. Ferome himſelf, to whom the great P» bu 
trons of the Preſbyterian Canſe appeal, (if he had any de by 
terminate Judgment concerning it) was of Opinion that it W th 
was cltabliſhed in the Days of the Apoſtles, and that the 
Right of Ordination was annexed to it: Having ſhewn in 
the Second Chapter that no Inſtance, or Rule alleged either 
from the New Teſtament, or . Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, in Is 
vour of Preſbyterian Ordination, is ſufficient to eſtablil 
the Right of Preſbyters to that Office: And having ſhewn 
the like in the I bird Chapter, concerning what is allegedil 
favour of the Laity's Right to the ſame Office; I think! 
ay very ſafely conclude, that a ſetled Diſtinction be 
ween the Clergy and Laity ; and, amongft thoſe of the for 
mer Order, between the Offices of Biſhops( peculiarly ſo cal 
led) and Preſbyters, is founded upon the Vill of the Apoſitss: 
particularly that the Right of Ordination, by their Wil, 
— to Biſhops; and was never deſigned by them tobe 


entruſted to Presbyters ; or allowed to be exerciſed by tit 
Chriflian Lait y. BEES 

What Conſequences follow from what hath been aid, 

leave to all todeterMine for themſelves : only I think! 

neceſſary to add, on the one hand, that for my own pal 

I cannot argue that Epiſcopacy is eſſential to a 9 
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uch becauſe it is of Apoſtolical Inſtitution : And on the 
ther hand, I do argue that we are obliged, to the utmoſt 
four Knowledge, to conform our ſelves to the Apaſtoli- 
al Model in all Caſes, unleſs in ſuch where the Imitation is 
wpraficable, or would manifeſtly do more Hurt, than 
god, to the Church of Chriſt; neither of which can poſ- 
ſibly be affirmed, in the ordinary State of the Church, con- 
erning the Point now before us, as far as the Eſſentials of 
Eyiſcopacy are concerned. Far be it from me to think o- 
therwiſe till it can be ſhewn either that the Apoſtles did 
not inſtitute Epi ſcopacy with a Deſign of its Continuance 
er Win the Church: or that they inſtituted it, not as a Matter 
% Wot Order, but of ſuch Neceſſity as others contend! for. In 
the fine, I have heartily endeavoured, in the foregoing Treg» 
ns Wiſe, to convince ſome miſtaken Perſons of their Errors: 
. but having done this, I dare not preſume to judge them 
by my Notions ; but muſt leave them entirely to God, and 
their own Con ſciences. n 1 
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AN oth 
Ltho' I have in the foregoing Pages ſaid what; 
ſufficient to juſtify all that I advanced concernin 
. Ordination in the Firſt Part of the Reaſonablen:| 
of Conformity, notwithſtanding the Oh/ections, and Oneſt 
ons propoſed againſt it by Mr. Calamy in the Firft Part d 
his Defenſe, yet left I ſhould be thought by ſome Perſon 
deſignedly to paſs by any thing material in this Contro 
=_ I ſhall here very briefly, = 
_ Fir ft, Conſider the Objedons raiſed by him againſt my 
way of arguing on this Head : And, 
Secondly, Anſwer the Queſtions he hath ſeen fit to pro- 
poſe to me upon it. 

As to the firſt of thefe, I argued that Epiſcopal Ordins 
tion was the ſetled, regular Ordination in the Church; and 
therefore that it may juſtly be expected that all who mi- 
niſter in the Chu; ch ſhould be ordained by Biſhops ; and 
that none who refuſe the ſetled Method, and without x 
Neceſſity depart from it, and take another, (which by 
Conſequence muſt be iyregular, becauſe it is not the ſetled 
Method) ought to be acknowledged as approved of G00 
in this zr regular Separation of themſelves to the Miniſij 
Now this is juſt Reaſoning, ſuppoſing Epiſcopacy to have 
been founded only on the Compact of Presbyters ; and the 
Confinement of Ordination to Biſhops, merely a lawful Com 
finement, which Blondel and our Adver ſaries have often 
acknowledged it to be. For from hence it will follow 
that it is the only regular Ordination ſetled in the Cuy 
by ſuch Compact, and that, as it is a Matter of as much 
Conſequence as any Point of Order can be, God cannot 
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prove of any unneceſſary Departure from it : which is 
ot to lay a Streſs upon it as a Matter of indiſpenſabls Ne- 
ſity, but of Decency, and Regularity. And certainly there 
eds no Argument to prove, that even ſuppoſing any 
ther Method lawful, and agreeable to Scripture, yet if 
another equally lawful be ſetled in the Church, it muſt be 
\ Breach of Order, and Regularity to depart from it, and 
not to be juſtified but by Neceſſity. This is the Sum of 
Chat I have formerly advanced: And this is both juſt 
Fa it ſelf; and, as I Likewiſe ſaid, agreeable to the Prin- 
'% WMciples, and Reaſoning of Mr. Baxter, Both which Things 
19 Ware denied by the Author now before me. : 

1. He allegeth, p. 54. that Epiſcopal Ordmation may be 
the regular Ordination, and yet not the only regular Ordina- 
tion: And that Ordination by Presbyters may likewife be 
regular, as it is juſtify'd by the Scripture it ſelf, p. 57. I 
anſwer, 1, I have ſhewn before that there is no Inſtance 
in the New Teſtament of Ordination by Fresbyters, nor any 
thing to prove that this Right was ever entruſted to them: 
So that Ordinations by them are not regular even in his 
own Senſe, 2. Suppoſing Ordination left at large to them 
in S:ripture, and afterwards confined by themſelves to a 
ſuperior Oficer (which this Author acknowledges both 
F lawful; and actually to have been done) from the Time 
of this Confinement, and the general Eſftabliſhment of it, no 
other Method can be regular, nor juſtifyd by any thing 
but Neceſiity : as after the Choice of a King, no Commiſion 
can regularly come from any but that King, 3. When 
out of Two Methods, ſuppoſed to be lawful, one 1s choſen, 
and eſtabliſhed, both by Conſent, and Cuſtom of many 
Ages; the other, ſet up again in the ſame place where the 
former is uſed, and in Oppoſition to it, cannot be called 
regular in any tolerable Senſe, in which that Word was 


ever uſed, tho' it ſhould be granted to have been equally 
good, and proper, before ſuch Settlement, | 2 
2. He goes on in the ſame place to argue, that ſuppo- 
ling Ordination by Presbyters irregular, this is no Reaſon 
for theiy ſubmitting to Epiſcopal Ordination who have been 
| - or- 
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ordained by Presbyters, becauſe this is the acknowledging W!y 
their former Ordination to be null, and void: which dot tion 
not follow from its being irregular. J anſwer, it doth nt dere 
follow indeed that it is null, and void, in ſuch Senſe, àM cho 
that Presbyters had not originally a Right to ordain; but The 
it follows that it is ſo far null, and void, that God did nt bid 
approve of the Exerciſe of that Right in Oppoſition to: Nec 
Jawful ſetled Method, which is a ſufficient Ground of an) 
ſubmitting to that efabliſhed Method. As, in a parald L 
Caſe, whatever Original Right there may be in a Feople ud 
conſtitute leſſer ſort of Offcers, or in thoſe Officers to co. 
ſtitute others of the ſame ſort, after the Choice of a Kin, un 
all Exerciſe of this Right, unleſs in Caſes of the higheſt Ne Wt"? 
ceſſity, is in ſuch Senſe null, and void, that none can er I. 
pect to be acknowledged duly authorized to the Offos I Ir 
they pretend to, before they have taken their Conni. 
frons from the King himſelf. po 
3. He repreſents my Argument thus, Ion grant our O. 
ders to be regular, which we deny of yours : therefore it is ſe 
Feſt t fall in with us: and fo explodes it, in Archbiſhop 
Tillot ſon's Words, as parallel with that fooliſh Argument 
of the Papifts, Ton acknowledge that we may be ſaved, whit 


we deny concerning you; therefore it is your ſafeſt way to com 1 
over to us, p. 56. an A/gument, according to his uſual mam: R 
ner, of his own inventing ; for I have nothing like i. 1 
My Reaſoning was never deſigned, as I know ot, to touc Wi ** 
the Salvation of any Man; nor can it be in the leaſt De 
gree, uncharitable to ſay that Almighty God cannot ap 0 
prove the unneceſſary Neglect of Order, and Regularity, Wi -* 
which is all I have ſaid, The Argument of the Romani . 
1s, You acknowledge, a Poſſibility of Salvation in ou! | 
Church, i. e. that invincible Ignorance joined with true n 
Sincerity may be an Apology for the Errors of many 1 7 
it: which we do not acknowledge concerning yours. But 7 
who doth not ſee that this is no Argument, why thoſe wiv : 
know the Errors and Superſtitions of that Church ſhoull ( 
go over to it? Becauſe there is no Acknowledgment, , 


this, of the Foſibility of Salvation to ſuch Perſons as a” 
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4reunent is this, You acknowledge Epi ſcopal Ordina- 
cy 4 = and yolir own Compliance 825 this, conſi- 
dered by it ſelf, to be not only ſafe, and ſecure, but to be 
choſen before any other, as being the ſetled Method, 
Therefore, you ought to ſubmit to it, unleſs Meceſity for- 
dic: And therefore, to deviate from this, without ſuch 
Neceſſity, cannot be acceptable to Almighty God. Let 
any one judge what Affinity there is between theſe Two 
Arguments, and with what Equity the Farallel is here 
drawn by this Author. : : 

4. After all this, he hath Four Reaſons againſt admit- 
ting my way of arguing, p. 57. As, I. Becauſe it is ſo like 
the Reaſoning of the Papiſts againſt the Proteſtants. Now, 
1. This Author muſt know that ſuch a 9 46 as this, is in 
Truth, no Reaſon at all, becauſe it will be hard to ſay that 
every thing like any Reaſoning of Papiſts is falſe. 2. Sup- 
poſe the Papiſts ſay to us, Your Ordainers wanted Aut ho- 
rity, doth it follow from hence that this can juſtly be faid 
to no Perſons, becauſe they apply it wrong? May it not 
be ſaid that Laymen have no Authority to ordain? And 
would not this Author himfelf ſay it to ſome Proteſtants, 
notwithſtanding that it is like the Reaſoning of the Papiſts ? 
3. Juſt ſuch an Argument as this I ind brought againſt 


the Lawfulneſs of Reſiſtance to the Civil Powers in ſome Ca- 


les, viz, That the Papiſts hold the ſame : and doth it fol- 
low from thence that it may not he maintained hy a Pro- 
teſſant ? 4. That Regularity is not to be neglected without 
a great Neceſſity, is my Principle: and this Author hath 
aid the ſame himſelf over and over again. 2. My Reaſon- 
ing reflects upon many ſuffer ing Witneſſes of Chriſt, and on moſ 
of the Reformed Churches abroad. I anſwer, 1. As much 
as any other Difference of Opinion doth: and I hope this 
Amor will not oblige, even himſelf, to be of the ſame 
Judgment in all Things with all the ſuffering Witneſſes of 
Ct. 2. He himſelf, before he is aware, furniſheth me 
with a ſufficient Reply to this, in what he ſaith on the like 
Occaſion, Part II. p. 252, I can't tell how to think it a part 
of the Honour due to Martyrs to think them infallible, And 
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not he himſelfdoth fo, in many Inſtances. Nor was the 


flexion upon us. Befides, many eminent Members of then 


tion but as upon a Matter of Order, and Regularity , and as 
ſuch he himſelf muſt own it ought not to be neglected 


yet it ſeems it muſt be a Crime in me not to think then 
ſo. Nor doth his own Neglect of Epiſcopacy reflect le 
upon other ſuffering Witneſſes of Chriſt. 3. The thinking 
Reformed Churches in an Error is no Crime: and I doubt 


preſerving, or defending Epiſcopacy in this Nation ever ac 
counted by themſelves any Reflexion, or Diſhonour upon 
them : If it were, their not retaining it is as great a Re: 


have applauded the retaining it amongſt us, and condemn: 
ed thoſe who have here refuſed to ſubmit to it, always a 
counting the Caſes very different, of themſelves, and thoſe 
who have here ſeparated from the Epi ſcopal Church. But 
if my Reaſoning reflects only upon moſt of the Refornel 
Churches, then the Reaſoning of this Author contrary toit 
reflects upon others of them: and ſo we are both equally 
guilty of this heinous Crime: and both equally in an Er: 
ror. 4. The Point is, whether the Reaſoning be in it {elf 
juſt, or unjuſt : not whether it reflects on any Perſons, or 
not. 3. My Rea ſoning lays greater Streſs upon a Nicety, thai 
upon the main Subſtance : and therefore is falſe. Now, in 
one Word, this is downright falſe Accuſation without any 
Ground: for I have laid no Streſs upon Epiſcopal Ordins 


without a Neceſity; which is all I have ſaid. Under this With: 
fame Head he acknowledges that the moſt eminent Abilities i cal 
won't preſently render a Man an authorized Minifter. Doth is 
he, therefore, lay greater Streſs upon the Hands of any ti 
Ecclefiaftical Minifters,than upon the moſt eminent Abilities* Nc 
If he will not be contented to have this fixed upon bimſelf, ¶ te! 
with what Juſtice can he tax me with this, upon no great- be 
er Grounds than this ? But I find him ready, at all Ad. n. 
ventures, to raiſe a Cry againſt me, even tho? he binſelf I. 
muſt neceſſarily be involved in the ſame Guilt, 4: 0 {Wt 
Reaſoning is ſuch,as would not be born, if retorted © and there A 

ore to be uſed with Caution. Now, 1. Suppoling this true, Jo 


it is not ſufficient to prove my Reaſoning falſe, or ou 0 
| ut; 
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ut, 2. I promiſe him to bear it, when the ſame is retort- 
J. tho I ſuppoſe he will not expect that I ſhould admit 
that is not truly the ſame, So that here are Four Rea- 
ons given againſt my way of arguing, all of which, in 
te firſt place, are not true; and in the next place, grant- 
ng them true, three of them are of no Force at all. For 
m Argument may be juſt, and yet bear ſome Reſemblance 
o that the Romaniſts ſay on ſome Occaſions. An Argu- 
went may be juſt, tho it imply in it that all Martyrs, or all 
he Reformed Churches, are not infallible. An Argument 
may be juf, and yet Men may be ſo partial to them- 
elves, as not well to bear it when it is retorted. 

Having ſhewn the Fuſtneſs of my way of arguing, not- 
ithſtanding his Objections, I muſt now add a Word or two 
oncerning its Agreement with Mr. Baxter's Principles, 
and Manner of arguing in his Diſputation with Mr. Fobn- 
on, to be found in the Abridgment of his Life by the Au- 
hor now before me, p. 129. Concerning this there are 
Iwo Things which I * {aid, 1. That upon Mr. Baxter's 
Principles, and his way of arguing in that Diſputation, 
my Reaſoning muſt be allowed of: for the Truth of which 
I appeal to what I have written in the firſt Part of the 
Reaſonableneſs of Conformity on this Head, and againft 
which I find no Objection in this Author. 2. That it was 
Mr. Baxter's Opinion (as is plain from the Occaſion of 
the Diſputation now mentioned) that nothing but Neceſſty 
can excuſe thoſe who neglect Epiſcopal Ordination. This 
is denied, and I am taxed with 7 nn EG upon 
this Head, by the Author I am now conſidering, p. 199. 
Now I can here only appeal to the 4bridgment of Mr. Bax- 
ter's Life compoſed by this very Author : And if I ſhould 
be miſtaken in this, I hope he, of all Men, will pardon 
me, if it appear that he himſelf led me into the Miſtake. 
I ay then, that the Account of that Diſputation given by 
this Anthor himfelf juſtifieth every Word J here ſay, The 
Account is this in his own Words, Abridg. p. 125. Mr. 
Johnſon wrote to Mr. Baxter about the Neceſity of Epilcopal 
Ordination. He in anſwer * him maintained, that there was 
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no abſolute Neceſity ; that a Man might be a true Miniſter whg 
was ordained by Preſbyters ; and that, in Caſes of Neceſſtyli 
was a Duty to take Ordination from them, All which is 2. * 
greeable to what I have ſaid, and implieth as ſtrongly uM . 
Words can imply any thing, that it was his Opinion that Ml co 
Epiſcopal Ordination is the regular Ordination, to be ſought Ml j;1; 
aiter, unleſs in Caſes of Neceſſity. If this be a Miſrepreſen-M be: 
tation, I muſt leave this Author to anſwer for it, for it is Ml @ 
owing to himſelf. Nay, I will add, I think it agreeable 
even to the Principles of this Author himſelf, as well as all Ml hi. 
the beſt of the diſſenting Vriters: who allow the Confinement Ml all 

of Ordination to Biſhops lawful, and ſometimes uſeful, and 
themſelves, whenever they ſpeak of their Negle@ of Epiſ- 0, 
copal Ordination, ſpeak of their being forced to it, andal- WM ch 
ways draw their chief Apology from the Neceſity they Ml if 
found themſelves under to have recourſe to other Methods, MW ff. 
And 1s 1t not very hard that I ſhould be thus uſed by 
this licentious Pen, for ſaying only what all their own Rel. 
Jomngs allow, that Neceſſity only can juſtify their Separa- 
tion, and Neglect of the eſtabliſhed Method of Ordination“ 
But I have learned by Experience to expect nothing from 

this Author of that Candor, and Equity with which I once 
hoped this Controverſy might be managed. Thus much 
for the Juſtification of my Reaſoning on the Point of Epi 
copal Ordination in a former Treatiſe. ext 
\ Secondly, T come now to the Queſtions he hath thought 
fit to propoſe to me on this Head, p. 229. concerning 
which, the faireſt Propoſal I can make is, that the Reader 
| thonldturn to them, as he himſelf hath expreſſed them, 
that I may not be {aid to alter any thing in my Repre 
fentation of them. ; | 
To the Firft, I anſwer, Tes : but cannot think how Ian 
at all concerned in it, 4 Le! 
To the Second, Ianſwer,that the ſame way of Reaſonin 
will juſtify all thoſe who take the Public Adminiſtration of 
God's Word, and Sacraments upon them withoat any mm 
fterial Inveſtiture; without Ordination by any Eccleſiaſtical 
Officers at all, Now ſuch as theſe I need not be 1 : 
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ſay, that Chriſt cannot approve in this their :Negle#, be- 
cauſe this Author himſelf goes ſo far as to ſay, p. 199. that 
he, and his Brethren, as backward as they are to encourage 
n Eccleſiaſtical Pound, have yet ſo little Fondneſs for a wild 
Common, that they ſhould readily join in declaring their Diſ- 
like of any Ordinations that can from Scripture be proved to 
te irregular. Now amongſt the Scripture Requifites he him- 
ſelf reckons the Approbetion, and Hands of a Presbyter, 
or Teacher. Let this Que ſtion therefore be anſwered by 
himſelf, with reſpect to well qualified Perſons who neglect 
all Ordination by any Eccleſiaſtical Minifter : and the ſame 
Anſwer will ſerve me. But I add, that I never made any 
Ordination neceſſary to the Validity of Chriff's Ordmances, 
tho this Author himſelf hath, and ſpeaks in this place, as 
if Thad. On the contrary, I have — that God's Bleſ- 
ſing will ever attend honeſt and ſincere hriſtians, whether 
be that miniſters amongſt them b duly authorized to his 
Ofice, or not. In one word, Perſons who neglect all Or- 
dination by Miniſters, may have very great Abilities; may 
be very well qualified; may preach Cri out of good Will; 
the honeſt, tho* miſtaken People, who follow them, may 
be bleſſed by Almighty God + What therefore will he ſa 

to them? Doth Chriſt approve them? How then can bt 
diſapprove them, or to what purpoſe doth he ſo often de- 
fire that none may be approved that have not the Scriy- 
ture Requiſites he mentions? But if, notwithſtanding theſe 
Qualifications, he is ready to expreſs his Diſlike of ſuch Fer- 
ſons, as he ſaith himſelf, then I may be allow'd todo the 
like, notwithſtanding any thing in this Quaſtion which 


| concerns only the Qualifications, and Abilittes of the Pery 


ſons who take upon them the Office of public. Teachers in 
the Church. St. Paul rejoiced, this Author often urgeth, 
that Chriſt was preached; tho it was out of Envy: that 
5, he rejoiced that many {ſincere Perſons, who had not 
Opportunity of hearing the Goſpelotherwiſe, were ſo far 
bleſſed by God, as to be brought, by the Preaching of 
Men, of no very good Principles, to the Knowledge of 
Jeſus Chriſt. But notwithſtanding their bad Temper in 
one reſpect, the Ferſons who preached might be autborized = 

| LE, wt 
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to that Office. And if ſo, this ſaying of St. Paul's doth 
not patronize any Irregularity. If they were not auth» 
rized, this Inſtance proves that the Benefit received by 
the People is no Argument for approving the Miniſter; by 
whoſe means that Benefit comes, or any Reaſon for think. 
ing them authorixed by God, for the Office of publj 
Miniſters, Accordingly I heartily rejoyce that any Per- 
{on is by any means converted either to the Faith, or 
Prafice of the Goſpel - But I cannot think it juſt to argue 
from hence that the Perſon by whoſe means this Change 
was made, is therefore duly authorized to be a publi 
Mini ſter. | | 
To the Third, I anſwer, 1. That David did not go out 
aginſt Goliab without firſt having his Commiſton from 
Saul; and therefore it is not a parallel Caſe. 2. Suppo- 
fing he did, it was a Caſe of Neceſity, and ſo juſtifiable, 
3. Why is this Author himſelf ready to expreſs his Di 
like of thoſe who ſet up for Minifters without the forma- 
lity of a Minifterial Inveſtiture? His Anſwer to this, will 
anſwer his own Qucſtion. 4. There are other ways of 
contributing to the throwing down of the Kingdom, and Power 
of Satan beſides public Preaching, and adminiſtring the 8 
eraments, | 
To the Fourth I anſv er, as this Author often doth on 
other occaſions, let Reaſon, not Authority, be Judge. It 
is of ſmall Importance to confider who ſaith, but what 1 
ſaid. Many things have been injudiciouſly urged again 
the Papiſts Nor muſt every thing be reputed juſt, be. 
cauſe it hath been alleged againſt them. The Reaſons for 
what Ihave ſaid, I have given at large in the forego 
Treatiſe, as well as in other of my Writings ; And in the 
ſame have anſwer'd much more important Difficulties 
than what are propoſed under this Que ſtion. I ſhould be 
glad of the help of any Good, and Judicious Perſons 
carrying forward the great Ends of the Goſpel; but fee 
not that it is therefore neceſſary to approve of any Per 
fons ſetting up diſtin& Aſſemblies, and diſtin& method 
of Worſhip, in oppoſition to an Eftabliſhment : Fron 


whence ſo many fatal Efefs have been ſeen to follow. ; 
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To the Fifth, I anſwer, many of the beſt and moſt 
Larned of the French Proteſtant Refugees have thought it 
rery fit to ſubmit to Epiſcopal Ordination: But it any 
have made this a Condition of their partaking of our 
Garity, I diſapprove it as much as this Author, tho I do 
not believe it upon his Intimation. How I am concerned 
in this I can't tell. 

To the Sixth, I anſwer, that IJ am always againſt be- 
ing hardeft upon thoſe who come neareſt to us: Nor is 
it any ſign of being hard upon them, that I have on one 
hand, endeavoured to perſuade themſelves to come quite 
over to us by no other Method but that of Reaſoning ; 


ut i or on the other hand, pleaded their Cauſe publicly againſt 
rt the Violence of others. But ſtill I cannot but think it 


more unaccountable that Perſons ſhould ſeparate from an 
. ¶ Eccleſtaſtical Government, and Worſhip, which they ac- 
„ knowledge to be materially lawful, than that others ſhould 
ſeparate from what they account Unlawful, and Unchriſtian., 
l But I think it ma juſtly be complained of, that this 
a Arbor himſelf hath choſen to repreſent thoſe Church-men 
5 who have gone to the greateſt Extremities againſt the 
Diſſenters, as the True, and Honeſt Church- men; and to be 
lo hard upon others who have labour'd to bring our Dif- 
1 ferences to an Accommodation, as to drop frequent Inſinu- 
ations even againſt their Honefly, and Sincerity in Confor- 
% 70 the Church of England. 
b To the Seventh, I anſwer, that the ſame may be ſaid 


* with reſpect to ſuch Teachers as have neglected all Mini- 
in ſerial Ordination: Whom yet, notwithitanding their Se- 


N outneſs, or the Call of any People, this Author is ready 
ry to declare his diſlike of; as they have neglected what he 
15 ſaith the Scripture requires of them, before they can be 
eſteemed authorized Miniſters. So likewiſe I may, not- 
fo withſtanding any force in this Queſtion, he obliged not to 
think a Perſon an author ixed Mini ſter, tho' never fo ſe- 
ok WY us, and neveryſo much invited by People to come 
ah amongſt them: Becauſe, according to himſelf, ſome- 
thing more than this 1s requiſite to the making him ſuch. 
"01 To the Eighth, I anſwer, I. I have no concern in it, 
= TY oo. © having 


— 


ſtrators of God's Word and Sacraments, 


juſtified who hath thought himſelf one, tho he hath nd 
truly been one. 3. A Perſon may be condemned at tit 


1y is of no force. 5. Tho' God hath deglared that Mon 


matters of Order, and Decency; yet he expects that bot 
Hould be regarded, when they can, and it is only * 


. 
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| 
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having never laid near ſo much ſtreſs upon an Irregularity k 


as upon the Vices here mentioned; and being always Ml: 
ready to acknowledge ſuch Faults of the moſt pernicious 
conſequence to Religion, 2. The greater Faults of ſome 
are no Excuſes for the Neglects of others. 3. This Author 
will acknowledge that the Vices here mentioned are gf 
more dangerous Conſequence than the Neglect of al] 
Miniſterial Ordination: And yet he condemns that Negles, 
and according to his own Principles, cannot approve 
thoſe as authorized Minifters, who are guilty of it; fron 
whence. he may judge that ſuch a Queſtion is of ſmall 
Importance, as to the buſineſs of authorized Miniſters, it 
being certain, in his Opinion, that ſomething more is ne 
ceſſary to their Authority, than the beſt Qualification 
imaginable, and it being evident that this Que ſtion equal. 
ly defends the Authority of all underſtanding, and ſoberPer: 
ſons, who ſet themſelves up for Miniſters. 

Io the Ninth, I anſwer, the {ſame Benefit may come 
from any Deiſt, or Ignorant Mechanic's ſetting upa Meet: 
ing in a Pariſh merely out of worldly Intereſt : And yet 
this Author will not juſtify the ering of ſuch Admnt 


Io the Ienth, I anſwer, I. That I put no Man's 4c 
quittance, or Condemnation at the Great Day, upon al) 
thing but his Sincerity, or Inſincerity throughout his Bebe 
viour in this World. 2. Many a Man will then be con 
demned for his Perſonal Vices, who hath been an aut. 
rized Miniſter in this World: And many a one may be 


laſt Day, tho' he hath been an Inſtrument of converting]MWſu 
many by his Minifterial Labours. 4. This Que ſtion equal ni: 
juſtifies thoſe who negle& all Miniſterial Inveſtitum th 
whom yet this Author cannot juſtify any more than I cath 
. thoſe who neglect Epiſcopal Ordination: And conſequent 1! 


Duties are to be preferr'd before Poſitive Inſtitutions, & 
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ty, Ml (ty that can juffify the Neglect of the latter. 6. It being 
7s MM the Succeſs only, or the Benefit reap'd by others, which is 
ous WW the Argument here why God will own ſome Perſons for his 
ne nthorized Mini ſters, and this being often ſpoken of b 
hor tis Author, I muſt add ſome Remarks upon this Head. 
of Ml Now, 1. This Sacceſs, he cannot deny, may be granted 
all N purely on account of the Honeſty of the People: and there» 
ed; fore is not neceſſarily an Argument of any thing elſe but 
ove Ml thoſe good Diſpoſitions in them, which God thinks fit to 
ron I bleſs. 2. It may be granted in the Caſe of the greateſt 
all Hypocrites, who have no Senſe of Religion, but only mi- 
„ it nite for worldly Ends, and without being called to it 
ne- Bf by any in Authority: and therefore cannot be an Argu- 
iam ment of their being authorized Mini ſters. 3. It was grant» 
ual- Wi &d to thoſe who preached Chriſt out of Envy in St. Pauls 
Per. Time: but was no Argument to him of the Divine Com- 
miſſon of thoſe Preachers. 4. Our Debate about the Force 
ome i of this Argument was occaſioned chiefly by the Caſe of thoſe 
et. who have no other Argument but that from Succeſs to urge 
yet WI in their own Behalf, having neglected all miniſterial Ordi- 
wut vation. Such as theſe, this Author in one place ſaith he 
dares not cenſure, becauſe of this Succeſs : yet in another, 
Abe is ready to declare his Diſlikeof ſuch as have neglect- 
an) i ed any of the Scripture Requiſites, amongſt which himſelf 
ehr reckons minifterial Ordination. This is a ſtrange way of 
cor proceeding ; eſpecially when he faith, p. 220. that he him- 
utbo- BY {ef is not for taking Succeſs alone, but in Conjundtion with other 
be big. Upon which I defire to know why this ſhould 
nag hinder him from cenſuring thoſe, who have nothing elſe 
| thei to urge for themſelves ; or why he ſhould give himſelf 
tung ſuch Liberties on this Head againſt one who hath only de- 
llt nicd it ro be an Argument of it ſelf, ſufficient to prove 
ur i the Divine Commiſſion of any one to minifter publicly in 
laggtbe Church: when he hinfelf reckons up ſeveral other 
Things requiſite, before and beſides this Succeſs, to prove 
any one an authorized Miniſter, according to the Scriptures 
themſelves, 5. In anſwer to what he urgeth, p. 219. J 
eſire it may be conſidered, that when. any Prophets came 
io the Jeys promiſing and foretelling happy Events, and 
„ $1 worldly 
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worldly good Things to come, and were not ſent of Gd 
to do this, it is certain that all their Promiſes and Prophe. 
cies could not profit the People, for this very Reaſon, be- 
cauſe they were not commiſſioned by God to propheſy good 
Things to them: and likewiſe becauſe the People might 
have ſeen by ſeveral Tokens, had they ſincerely done 
their Duty, that they were not ſent of God on ſuch an Fr. 
rand, contrary to the Meſſage brought to them by other 
undoubted Prophets. But how doth it follow from hence 
that ſmcere Chriſtians, who heartily endeavour to know the 
Truth, but yet are miſtaken concerning the Divine (Com 
fron of ſome particular Perſons, may not profit in Vir 
tue, and Goodneſs by the Moral Inſtructions, and Arpy 
ments propoſed to them by ſuch Perſons ? And as for $, 
Paul's calling the Corinthian Chriſtians the Seal of his Ap 
fleſdip, this Author himſelfwill acknowledge that Suce| 
alone no more proved St. Paul's Divine Commiſſon, than 
it did the Divine Commiſſon of thoſe who preached Ci 
out of Envy and Ill-pill, for the good Effects brought out 
of which evil Deſign of theirs St. Paul rejoices : and con 
ſequently there is nothing in this againſt me. Nay, its 
manifeſt that a Seal alone by it ſelf is no Proof of a 
Commiſion : and that the Commiſion muſt go before the $a 
and be proved by other Arguments,and other Cz7cumſtance 
Beſides, it was very fit that St. Paul ſhould mention tit 
good Effects of his Preaching amongſt them, that they migit 
not be drawn away from him by any Pretenſes of other: t 
the ſame Purpoſe : and this is an Argument why the d 
all Chriſtians ſhould acknowledge his Apofleſhip, becault 
he had as great Succeſs amongſt them, as any one ell 

could pretend to. But it cannot follow from Ä that 
he appealed to his Succeſs amongſt them as, abſolutel 
ſpeaking, an Argument of his being ſent by God. Forit 
was completely an Apoſtle ſent of God before this; all 
would have been ſo had he not converted one ſingle ber 
ſon at Corinth to the Cbriftian Religion. When he ſets ut 
ſelf to prove his Divine Commiſſion, he appeals to other at 

uments ; viz. the wonderful Manner of his being calle 
to the Miniſtyy, and the Miracles which he wrou Hat iu 
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Ga cf it. Theſe are the Topics he infiſts upon: and by theſe 
he could prove himſelfan Apoſtle to thoſe amongſt whom 
be. be had never preached at all. Theſe and many other 
ood MI Things being conſidered, it will appear evident that Suc- 
zht Ml c:ſ5, conſidered by it ſelf, is no Argument of the Divine 
one MW Commiſion of any Miniſter, or Preacher, 
Ey. To the Eleventh Queſtion this Author himſelf anſwers 
ther in other Places, that let a Perſon have never ſo excellent 
ne Qualifications, he muſt make others the Judges of them, 
the and cannot be juſtified in his Neglect of miniſterial Or- 
on WM dination : yet doth this Queſtion equally juſtify all Neg- 
Vi-! lects of that Nature, | | 
row To the Twelfth, I anſwer, 1. That amongſt all the Pei. 
r & nitive Tregularities we read not of any Perſons taking the 
Ayr Work of Ordination to themſelves out of the Hands of Bi- 
cM ops. And 2. Suppoſing any had done this; as this Au- 
n thor and his Brethren would not now ſubmit to Epiſcopal 
Ordination merely becauſe others had done ſo in the Pri- 
out mitive Church after Preſbyterian Ordination; fo I cannot 
con think it a good Argument againſt inſiſting upon Epi ſcopal 
its 0rdination, that ſome of the Antients did not do it. 3. This 
au Author himſelf is ever repreſenting the Antientsas ſpeak- 
Seal Ing too hotly, and too highly in favour of Epi ſcopal Ordi- 
Nets nation, | | | 8 
the Io the Thirteeuth, T anſwer, that I think not an unin- 
ont terrupted Line of por” go of regularly ordeined Biſhops ne- 
1088 cfllary : And likewiſe, on the other hand, that the Perſo- 
a Vices of any Biſhops are no Argument againſt their be- 
au ing the proper Miniſters of Ordination. If they were, there 
ee could be no Security in this Point, becauſe all may poſſi- 
ta bly be either ſecretly, or openly vicious. And the ſame 
neh may be ſaid ſuppoſing the Right of Preſbyters themſelves 
to o/dain. | | 
anl To the Fourteenth, T anſwer, that my Reaſoning on this 
ber Head hath been rejected by this Author, becauſe it bears 
im ſome Reſemblance to that of 1 and yet now 
A 4 Argument is drawn againſt it, becauſe it is not agree- 
able to their Proceedings. How can he argue from the 
Practice of the Church of Rome, when it is ſo often aceount- 
ed by him a Prejudice againſt any Matter, that it is like 
| | ö te 
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to ſomething amongſt them? But indeed the Caſes here 
mentioned are not parallel to the Caſe before us: and jr Ml — 
they were, the true Rule is to conſider what is reaſonable 
to be done, not what the Church of Rome doth in any Caſe, 
To the Fifteenth, the like Anſwer will ſerve. - 

To the Sixteenth, 1. I anſwer the ſame, (and fo faith 
this Author often) that we are to proceed by Reaſon, and 
not by Example. 2. Preſbyterians cannot poſſibly call in 
queſtion the Orders of thoſe who received them from 1 
Biſbop; (in whom they acknowledge a Right to ordain 28 
he is a Presbyter only by Divine Appointment ) but it doth 
not follow from hence that Ordinations by Presbyters muſt 
be acknowledged valid by thoſe who. think that they ne. 
ver were entruſted with that Affair, and have no Right 
to claim the Management of it. 
Io the Laſt, Ianſwer, that all Men certainly ought to 
receive Truth; but that the preaching of Truth is not ſuf- 
ficient to prove any one authorized to be a public Miniſter. 
ITzis is ſo far from being pleaded by all Partzes, that ! 
know of none who ſay it; and this Author himſelf exprel- 
ly. contradicts it, and declares it not to be ſufficient to 
prove any Perſon an authorized Minifter, by reckoning 
up many other Scripture Requiſites, and by his Readineſs 
to difown the Divine Commiſton of all who have them not. 
What can be themeaning therefore of his defiring the Be- 
nefit of ſuch an Argument as this, which equally defends 
the public Miniftry of thoſe who negle& all Ordination, 
whom yet 1n other places, he hath declared he would not 
be thought to juſtify ? _ n 
Thus having conſidered the Queries, propoſed by him, 
Vith all the Sertouſneſs the Subjed requires; and having re- 
turned Anſwers to every one of them, I appeal to every 
Impartial Reader whether there be any thing contained in 
them ſufficient to juſtify the Negle# of Epiſcopal Ordina. 
tion, but what is ſufficient likewiſe to juſtify the Neglect 
of all Ordination; and conſequently whether they ſignity 
any thing to the Purpoſe for which they are intended by 
this Author, 88 3 97 T 
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Perceive Mr. ——— very willingly have his 
Readers believe, that the Introduction to the Second : 
Furt of his Defenſe of Moderate Nonconformity con- 
tains in it the very Heart of the Controverſy between 

us. And I, for my part, am ſo ready to put the whole of our 
Diſpute upon any one Point he can name, that I lay hold 
of this Opportunity of examining, whether it contain any 
thinggin it, ſufficient to juſtify what he calls Moderate 
Monconformity; which is the Point, he often tells us, he 
propoſes to himſelf, But becauſe there is ſo very ſmall a 
part of that Introduction, which fo much as attempts to de- 
monſtrate theUnlawfulneſs of Compliance with the Impoſitions 


* 
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in the Church of England; and ſo great a part of it en. 


ployed upon Topics very diftant from this ; I think my 
elf obliged to go thro* the whole of it, as far as I, or the 
Canſe I have undertaken, can he ſuppoſed to be concern d 
in it: leſt any who read it ſhould be ſo miſled,as to think 
there is more Truth, and Reaſon in it, than! can find; or 
be diverted by the many perſonal, and foreign Matters in 
It, from the main, and only material Queſtion between 
us. And for this End, in order to proceed as diſtinctly 
as poſſible, in this Enquiry, 8 

I. I ſhall conſider all the Olhjections there alleged againſt 
what I have formerly advanced upon the Head of Eccleſ. 
aſtical Impoſitions. | 7 

II. Iſhall make ſome Neflexions upon the Scheme of Li. 
berty, there propoſed by Mr. Calamy. 

III. I fhall endeavour to ſhew, that there is nothing 
there advanced, ſufficient to prove a Compliance with our 
Tmpoſitions unlawful ; and therefore, nothing againſt the 
Lawfulneſs of conſtant Communion with the Church of Eng- 
land; and conſequently, nothing ſufficient to juſtify mode. 
rate Nonconformity. 

I. I am obliged to conſider all the Objections there al- 
leged againſt what I have formerly advanced upon the 
Head of Eccleſiaſtical Impoſitions. 

The Impoſitions concerning which our Debate hath 
been, are Three, viz. Kneeling at the Communion the uſe of 
Sponſors in the Baptzſmof Infants, and the uſe of the Croſs 
after Baptiſm. What I have ſaid concerning theſe may 
be ſeen in the Firſt Part of the Reaſonableneſs of Conformity, 
p. 66, &c. But becauſe my Senſe in this part of the Con 
toner ſy hath not been repreſented as I could wifh, and as 

I might juſtly have expected, I think it but reaſonable to 
endeavour once more; to {et it in a fair Light, eſpecially 
now Iam going to defend it from the Obje&iongamade 
againſt it. Prin 
1. Therefore I laid down, as what was my own Opt 
nion, that the Biſbops have Authority to preſcribe for the 


better and more decent Adminiſtration of the Offices of 
Religion; 


— 
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Religion ; for the Beauty and Advantage of that Cbriſti- 
Society in which they preſide. This is a matter fit, and 
yorthy to be look'd after by Governors; and if done af- 
ter an r manner, all will, I believe, acxnow- 
edge · it for the good of the Church of Chriſt in general, 
and for the honour of the Worſhip of God, and the Of- 
ices of Religion. And this Power I lodged in the hands. 
of the Biſhops, becauſe in the firſt Ages of the Goſpel, no 
Power in any Affairs relating to the Church could be in 
any hands but thoſe of Eccleſiaſtical Officers, all Civil Ma- 
giſtrates being profeſſed Enemies to the Chriſtian Name: 
and becauſe they are at preſent, by the Providence of God, 
the Eccleſiaſtical Governours of this part of the Chriſtian 
Church: And however it came ſo to be, whether from the 
original Appointment of the Apoſtles, or from the Com- 
pact of Preſbyters, or from the Decrees of the Civil Powers; 
our Adverſaries acknowledge it a lawful Conſtitution, and 
the Care of theſe Churches intruſted to them. But this L 
do not go on to urge, but proceed, as may be ſeen in 
Page 67. 77 
2. To argue with the Diſſenting Miniſters, not abſolute- 
ly from this Authority, but from their own Profeſſions, 
and Principles. And here I endeavour to ſhew that the 
lame Object ions lie againſt their Compliance with the Pre- 
ſcription of Time, or Place, or Liturgy for public Worſhip, 
with which they have profeſſed themſelves ready to com- 
ply; and therefore that they may lawfully conform to 
the ſcrupled Impoſit ions, and as well acknowledge an Au- 
tbority in the Preſcription of them ( as far as Compliance 
contains in it ſuch an Acknowledgment) as for theſe. And 
this I there urge at full length. This is the Summ of 
what I ſay in behalf of the Firſt Preſcribers of theſe Impo- 
ſitions ; to which 1 might have added, that confidering 
this Church as reformed from Popery, there were wiſe and 
good Reaſons for the preſcribing theſe as well as ſome o- 
ther things which might at the — time recommend it 
to the Afrections of thoſe about it, and alſo be decent Ce- 
emonies in 1ts own Services: and theſe Reaſons, I believe, 
| | were 
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were ſuch as would have moved ſome of the wifeſt and 
beſt of our Modern Diſſenters to have joined in the B... 
ſcription, had they lived at that time, and been conſul. 
ted upon that occaſion. Whether this Rea ſon be now ces. 
ſed, or whether there be not ſtronger Reaſons now for 
leaving the ſcrupled Impoſitions indifferent, I do not at 
this time debate. But this is ſufficient to ſhew, that the 
Firſt Preſcribers uſed the Power they had for the Good 
and = 227 of the Church, and agreeably to the Will 
of God. "OF | | 
3. As to thoſe who have, notwithſtanding the Scruples 
of ſo many Proteſtants, retained, and inſiſted rigorouſly 
upon the ſcrupled Preſcriptions, I have ſaid ſomething in 
their Name, and with reſpect only to the way of arguing 
the Diſſenting Writers have uſed in their Zeal againſt thele 
Impofitrons. And, | 
4. To declare my own Thoughts freely, I added at 
the end of this, that I ſhould ever be ready in my place 
and ſtation, to promote any ſuch Alterations in things in- 
different in themſelves, as might reconcile ſober Diflen: 
ters to the Church, and procure us a greater and ftrider 
Union amongſt our ſelves. And this I think very con 
ſiſtently with what IT had before declared concerning the 
Authority of Biſhops. For as it belongs to the Office af 
the Supreme Civil Powers to order what ſeems to them con 


ducive to the good of the Civil Society; and yet notwit 


ſtanding this, 1t may be a very honourable part of thei 
Duty, when they find in the execution of their Lans: 
greater Damage than Advantage to the Common- wealth, 
to aboliſh, and repeal them: ſo likewiſe it may belong 
to the Office of Eccleſiaſtical Governours to make I: 
ſeriptions for the more decent Celebration of the Public 
Worſhip, &c. and yet notwithſtanding this it may be 
their Duty, to alter, or aboliſh theſe Preſcriptions, whet 
Experience hath taught them, (contrary to their own Et 
pectations, or the deſign of thoſe who firſt ordained them, 
that the Diſadvantages ariſing from them to the Churd 
of Chrift are, in the whole, greater than the Advantage 
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dor them. But this I never can be induced to urge ſo as 
„o forget the Duty of Inferiors. For the Conſiderations of 
1. MW Public Good, and Peace, and Charity, are to guide and 
a. influence the whole World of Chriſtians : and my Scheme, 
er in this matter, is very ſhort, and eaſy to be underſtood ; 
it ux. that both Governors, and Governed in the Churchought 
he to have the ſame common End in their Eye: that the for- 
ner ought not always to inſiſt upon their mere Aut bo- 
iii even againſt unreaſonable Oppoſers, but to wave that 
vhenever by fo doing they can promote the public In- 
le tereſt; and that the latter ought not to inſiſt merely upon 
fly Wl their Chriſtian Liberty, even againſt unreaſonable Gover- 
in WY 1027s, but'gladly to wave that in indifferent matters of 
ing ſmall Importance, whenever by ſo doing they can conſult 
ele the Peace of the Chriſtian Church, and remove any occa- 
lions of Uncharitableneſs. Theſe are my Sentiments con- 
t cerning our Impoſitions: and I have laid them before the 
ace Wi Reader once more, that he may take my Opinion from 
in. ny own Words, and not from thoſe of an Adver ſary, who 
ſens WY Path always hitherto framed ſuch Schemes for me concern- 
der MY ing this Point, as I cannot own, And having thus repre- 
con ſented my Thoughts to the Reader, I proceed to — 
the Ohjeckions advanced againſt them in this Introduction. 
Oby. 1. Tis query'd, How came the Bi- | 
Pops by this Authority ? I had before ſpoken Introd. p. 
WW plainly enough, had this Author been wil- 37. 
ling to underſtand me, that as they did, by 
the Providence of God, ſucceed in the Government of 
the Church, it belonged to their Province to take the moſt 
effectual Methods for the Advantage of the Church, and 


che Decency of the Office of Religion. And any Preſcrip- 
blies tions that do truly promote theſe, I doubt not, are a= 
y be "<cable to the Will of God, and not out of the Province 
bes of any who have it in their Power to ordain them. This 
1 Enter holds good, ſuppoſing the Biſhops merely law- 
em ul Governours in poſſeſſion of Power in the Church. But 


* did not ſerve this Author's Purpoſes : and therefore 
emakes another himſelf for me, after his uſual method; 
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and ſuch an one as might give him a better opportunity 
of triumphing concerning the Succeſton of the Biſhops to 


the Authority of the Apoſtles, which y et in as great ade. , 
gree even the moſt moderate of the Diſſenting Miniſter, ill: 
0 
c 


have pretended to, whenever they ihave had it in their 
power to conſtitute and ſettle. the Church according to 
their own Model. And ſurely it muſt be true that the 
preſent Governours of the Church ſucceed the Apoſtles in all 
that Power which is at preſent neceſſary to the well-he- 7 
ing of it: and that it is ever agreeable to God's Will, Ml © 
whether declared in an expreſs Text of Scripture or not, , 
that ſuch things ſhould be ordered and complyed with . 
as are truly for the intereſt of Religion, and the decent MW ;! 
Celebration of the Offices of Religion. And I appeal to 
this Author himſelf, whether if he, and every other Chri- n 
ſtian in the Land were ſenſible that our Preſcription WM; 
were truly conducive to the Honour of God, and the be- a 
ter Performance of Religious Worſhip ; whether, I ſay, 
upon this Suppoſition, He would not acknowledge the 
Preſcription of them, and Compliance with them agreeable 
to the Will of God. | 
Obj. 2. It is farther urged, that tho? the Supreme Cul 
Magiſtrate may have this Authority in Civil Affairs, yet 
the Biſhops may not have it in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, be 
cauſe they are not Supreme, but Chriſt is the Head of the 
Church, and Subordinate Officers have no Authority but 
what he gives them. I anſwer, that the Higheſt Cai 
Power on Earth is ſubordinate to God, as well 2s the Ec 
cleſiaſtical Governours to Chriſt - that as it is always te 
Will of God that the Civil Governours ſhould ordain what 
is truly for the Public Intereſt; ſo it is alway agreeable i 
the Will of Chriſ that thoſe who have the Power in hu 
Church ſhould uſe it for the promoting the great Ends d 
Religion, and likewiſe of Order, and Decency in the Ot 
fice of it: that as this Authority in the Civil Magiſtrat 
doth not deſtroy, or take away the right of judging » 
the Frople, and of refuſing Obedience whenever his Com 
mands areapparently contrary to the Public Good; ſo * 
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mer doth this Authority in the Biſhops rob the Chriſtian 
people of their right to judge of the Nature of their Pre- 
ſcriptiont. and to refuſe Compliance whenever they are 
iſagrecable to the Nature of true Religion, or the fun- 
damental Laws of the Chriſtian Society. I add this, be- 
% cauſe this Author ſeems in this place to think that Autho- 
i Ml rity in Governours here below, takes away all liberty of 
ll i judging from Inferiors, which is the very Doctrine ot Ab- 
& Wl lute Faſtve Obedience. Whereas it is manifeſt even in 
I NCaſe of Parents and Children, both that Parents have Au- 
t, ¶ thority over them, and that they are likewiſe oblig'd to 
th Wl confider and judge concerning their Commands, whether 
nt Wl they be agreeable to the Will of God or no. 

to Oh). 3. This Aiithor ſeems to ſpeak as if he thought 
r our Lord himſelf had expreſly ordained every thing ex» 
on pedient for the well-being of his Church in all future Ages, 
&t- ¶ and all Circumſtances of God's Worſhip: and conſequent- 
, ly, as if He cannot be ſuppoſed to have left any Power 
to this purpoſe in the hands of Church- Governors. But 
ble this doth not appear to have been our Lord's Deſign. It 
„s fully ſufficient that He hath eſtabliſned the Eſſentials of 
00 lis In ſtitution, and provided all things neceſſary for the be- 
Jing of his Church : and fully agreeable to his Will, as far 


de Wa: appears, that thoſe who have it in their Power ſhould 
„ conſult and preſcribe for the well-being of it, and for the 
1 


greater decency of its Public Offices: There is no intima- 
tion in Scripture either that the External Circumſtances 


| ” i Worſhip are there to be ſearch d for, or that they may 
a ; not be preſcribed by any in After-ages, provided that ge- 


neral Rule be obſerv'd of conſulting Order, and Edificas 


* tion, Nay, the uſe of any Cuſtom-in Worſhip not com- 
; F randed by our Saviour, is as great a Reflexion upon the 
Of etedtiveneſs of our Saviour's Inſtitution, asche Bre ſcrip- 


01 of it is. Vet is there no Performance of the moſt ſo- 


mY emn Offices of Religion without ſome ſuch, even amongſt 
82 ur Diſſenters themſelves; and it is as void of all Autho- 
* ty from Scripture as the enjoining of it, if it be a ſuini- 


nt Argument againſt this to ſay, that it belongs only 
o Chriſt himſelf to determine the Circumſtances of all 
| K k the 


formance of the ſolemn Offices of Religion. 
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the Offices of his Religion. It is manifeſt, I think, tat Ml 
this was not his Intention, and as manifeſt that it may Ml p 
be done by future Governours agreeably to his Will, be. f 


caufe it is poſſible it may be done to the Satisfaction of al 
ſober Chriſtians, and to the more orderly and decent per- 


Obj. 4. It is farther here alleged, that there can be ng 
Authority in any Governours to make Preſcriptions, be. 
cauſe this is to make new additional Terms of Communiqy 
And yet this ſame Author pleads for a right in every Con 
gregation, that 1s, the Majority of it, to determine the 
Circumftantials of their own Worſhip : which is in effet 
to make Terms of Communion fot their Neighbours ; to de 
Clare that they ſhall not communicate with them but up 
on {ſuch Conditions; and to debar the fcrupulous fron 
all Communion, as they are now debarr'd by the Ef 
_ bliſh'd Church. Whereas if the Crime lie merely in nz 
king Terms of Communion, not enjoined in Scripture, it 1 
impoſſible the Right to this ſhould be in the Congregation, 
any more than in the Governours of the Church. Now ac 
cording to my Judgment concerning the making am 
Preſcriptions Terms of Communion, no one ill Conſequence 
can be ſuppoſed to follow from it, ſuppoſing them nd 
diſagreeable to the Nature of Chri ſtianity, ordered up 
wiſe and prudent Motives, and not ſcrupled by any ſe 
rious Chriſtiaus: which Itake to have been the Caſe of ol 
Preſcriptions at firſt. I believe truly that thoſe who firl 
ordained them little thought of the conſequent Scruple 
of any good Proteſtants; and were ſo far from deſigning 
them as Inſtruments of Excluſion to any Chriſtians, thit 
they purpoſely choſe them on prudential Motives in hope 
of inviting, and bringing many Perſons into the Churd 
by their means; and therefore I think acted like good a 
wiſe Governours, and may be well defended in their Co 
duct, ſince ſomething better may be ſaid of theſe thing 
when they were firſt preſcribed, than that they wet 
indifferent, viz, there were good and wiſe Reaſons forth 
Preſcription, antecedently to it. As to the inſiſting d 

them to the excluſion of numbers of ſcrupulous Chriſtians * 

of 
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t nnnnion, I have not argued from it, but only upon the 
a Profeſſions and Principles of the Moderate Diſſenters them- 
de. (elves, in order to induce them to comply with all, as well as 
all with ſome of thoſe fewPreſcriptions which are in theChurch, 
er- As to the Method in which this Power of framing Pre- 

ſcriptions is to be exerciſed, and concerning which Di- 
no MY caltics are here raiſed, I think it belongs to the Office of 
be MM thoſe in Power to take any lawful Method put into their 
ior, hands by Providence, of conſulting the Advantage of the 
on WM Church committed to their Care. I do not ſee how the 
the Ml accidental Inconveniences attending the exerciſe of this 
fen Power in any particular method, prove any thing againſt 
de the Reaſonableneſs of the Power it ſelf; or to what purpoſe 
u: this Author urges the unhappy Differences in our late 
ron {WM Convocations on this Head. He might remember that the 
Els WY Precbyterian and Congregational Brethren themſelves have 
m+ Whitherto found Union, and Agreement in their joint-Con- 
it z ſultations very difficult to be attained, and very eaſy to 
tin be broken. And yet I preſume this will not be allow'd a 
v a Wood Argument againſt the Expediency of their acting 
3s an united Body, according to Regulations fixed by their 


mutual Conſent. . | 


int 02. 5. But a great Objection is here drawn from the 
upon over of the Civil Magiſtrate, and the Inconſiſtency of 
yes Power in our Ecclefraftical Superiors with it. I an- 
fou ver that this Power in Eccleſiaſtical Governours can in no 
) fir ircumſtances of the Church be ſo far independent on the 


wml Magiſtrate, but that he ſhall have a. right to inter- 
pole, ſo far as to hinder the Church from uſurping his Pro- 
mce, or to defend any good and honeſt Subjects from 
uttering in their Temporal. Concerns on any account 
erely Eccleſiaſtical, But the Impoſitions we are now con- 


dag lering are ordered by the Biſhopsin conjunction with the 
Curl Powers ; nor is there any the lgaft likelihood of ha- 
ning "s eny thing in our Nation ordered by the one in con- 
weng addiction to the other and therefore the Difficulty taken 
or toon hence can have no place here. And yet, methinks, 
ng 0 all Men, this Author need not be at a Loſs for an An- 


TtothisDifficulty, who hath utterly precluded the/Mas 
K k 2 giſtrate 
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$ifrate from any Right to interpoſe in Caſes purely Eccle. 
fiaſtical, and lodged the Power of decreeing the Circun- 
ſtantials of public Worſhip in every ſingle Congregation, 
For when he anſwers this Queſtion, Suppoſe the Congrepy. 
tion ſhould reſolve upon one particular Time for the Celebry. 
tion of the Communion, and the Civil Magiſtrate ſhould declare 
that be will not have his Subjects diſturbed by ſuch unneceſſary 
Tmpoſitions, as they muſt be who ſcruple that Time, and are 
thereby forced to ſeek out for other Congregations more to 
their Mind, perhaps at a great and inconvenient Diltance, 
Which muſt here carry it? When I ſay, he anſwers thi 
Objection againſt his own Scheme, others need not deſpair 
of finding an Anſwer for their Purpoſe likewiſe, If the 
Congregation may infift upon this as their Right, then here 
is imperium in imperio, the very thing, as this Author ſaith, 
that is ſo much dreaded, and which threatens endleſs Feud, 
If the Magiſtrate muſt be liſtened to, then what become 
of the Right in every Congregation of Chriſtians to appoint 
the Circumſtantials of their own Worſhip ? But I need not 
have taken any Notice of this Difficulty which cannot 
touch the Churches of this Nation, any more than of the 
other he mentions, viz. 

Obj. 6. The poſſible Difference between Biſhops of ſere 
ral Dioceſes, by which means a total Uniformity mult bt 
hindred. For this likewiſe can have no place in o 
Church, in which nothing is preſcribed, nor in all lik 
lihood ever can be, but by the Conſent of all the Biſhop, 
as well as of the Civil Powers. But however I ſhall ad 
that tho upon this Author's Suppoſition there could nd 
indeed be a National Uniformity, yet there might be u 
Uniformity in the Churches of the ſame Dioceſe, wid 
would be much better than none at all. For 1 take tit 
Caſe to ſtand thus. Uniformity indeed is not abſolutd) 
neceſſary, nay, in it {gif it is nothing, but only as it pv 
motes Order and Peat in the Church of Chriſt ; and # 
ſuch it ought not to beridiculed,or exploded by any wi 
have a Value for the Honour of God's Worſhip, or 4 It 
fire to ſee Charity flouriſh amongſt Chriſtians. Could tl 
be compaſled, the Advantages of it would be unſpeal 
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ple in the Removal of thoſe Occaſions of Quarrel, and 
Uncharitableneſs, which have ariſen viſibly from the want 
of it in theſe Nations particularty. Nor could it poſſibly 
it ſelf occaſion any Miſchief, tho' the too rigorous en- 
forcing of it may have done ſo. We muſt take the World 
as we find it, and in all things have Regard to the Tem- 


pers of Mankind. It is a Scandal indeed to the Chriſtian 


Name, that Brethren ſhould not exerciſe the heartieſt Chri- 
fian Love towards one another, notwithſtanding their 
different Modes of Worſhip : and yet ſuch is the Weak- 
neſs of ſome, and ſuch are the Paſſions of others, that no- 
thing hath occaſioned greater Animoſities,and more {can- 
dalous Breaches in the great Law of Charity, than this 
Difference in the Way of Worſhip. So that tho Unifor- 
nity be not of it ſelf a thing neceſſary, or of much Im- 
portance ; yet it is manifeſtly ſo in a ſecondary Degree, 
conſidering the unreaſonable Tempers of many Men, and 
how many Inſtances of Uncharitableneſs may be prevented 
by it. Would it not be happy for all Chriſtians, were there 
no Neceſſity laid upon ſome of differing from others in 
their Way of Worſhip ? Have not the diſſenting Miniſters 
themſelves cften in the Name of their People, lamented it 
as an Unhappineſe, full of evil Conſequences, that they 
were neceſſarily obliged to ſet up different Ways of public 
Worſhip ? Doth not this very Author think the Uniformity 
of a Neighbourbood, and their perfect Agreement in one 
Form of Worſhip, an re and ſuch an Happineſs 
as he would labour to bring about by all due Means? And 
is not this a manifeſt Acknowledgment that Uniformity is 
a Happineſs, as it removes ſome Occaſions of Uncharita» 


ſons would be content, in the Management of their Ar- 


gumerts, to ſpeak the Truth of Pings not abſolutely nes» 


cellary; and that, whilft they are arguing againſt the 
Extremes of others, they would not run into the contrary 
Extreme themſelves, of villifying, and depreſſing thoſe 
Things as of no uſe, which certainly have their good 
Conſequences in the Chriſtian Church. 
But tho* I have ſaid thus much in Defenſe of that Pow- 

I er 


lere ſi amongſt Chriſtians? I wiſh therefore that ſome Per- 


\ 
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er which J had lodged in the Hands of our Eccleſiaſtical 
Superiors againſt what is here advanced, yet I muſt inform 
the Reader, that it was not the Authority of the Biſhops in 
making Preſcriptions which I undertook in the Book before- 
mentioned fully to defend, or from which I argued for 
Compliance in our diſſenting Brethren; but from their own 
Profeſſions and Conceſſions, as any one who conſults it may 
ſee : and therefore it is time now to conſider what Mr. Ca- 
lamy here objects againſt this part of my Argument, in 
which I ſtill hope to find a greater Strength than he would 
have his Reader believe. I ſhall only obſerve, upon the 
Review, how unaccountable it is that he ſhould amuſe the 
World with Objections againſt the Power of Biſbops to pre- 
ſcribe, drawn from ſuch Difficulties as cannot have place 
In our Cauſe : that he ſhould urge the Differences in Con- 
vocation between the Biſbops, and Preſbyters , the Danger 
of a Power in the Church independent on the Civil Powers ; 
the poſſible Diſagreement between Biſpops of ſeveral Dio- 
ce ſes; when our Preſcriptions are, and wuſt always be, 
ſuch as both Biſhops and Freſbyters have agreed on; ſuch 
as the (Civil Power joins in comwanding ; and ſuch as are 
| conſented to by all the Biſops of the Land. 

After having made his Obje&ons againſt what in few 
words I declared concerning the Authority of Eccleſiaſtical 
Governours, this Author proceeds to examine what I urge 
upon the Principles and Profe ſions of the Diſſenting Miniſters 
themſelves. And here he repreſents me to his Reader as 
arguing thus; The Diſſenting Minifters,n their Arguments 
againſt this Power in Biſhops, neither agree with themſelves, 
nor with one another : therefore the Biſhops have this Pow- 
er, p. 44. And again, p. 48. He ſtates my Argument 
thus, The Ejected Tin fer: would have joined with the Bi- 
Pops in impoſing ſome things; therefore they had Autbority 
to impoſe ſome things. Nay, p. 49. He pretends to give 
his Reader my Argument, as I my felt ſtated it; Part 
I. p. 68. thus; If the Biſhops have Authority to preſcribe in 
one Caſe, then in another; as if I had argued from their 
Authority in one Caſe to their Authority to preſcribe in 
every Caſe they pleaſed. Whereas I have nothing to this 
Purpoſe in the Fage quoted, put ſomething very 1 

8 from 
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from it, viz, that If I could ſhew hat the very ſame Objec- 
tions tie againft preſcribing what the Diſſenting Miniſters 
pould have complied with, which were brought in their Names 
againſt the ſcrupled Preſcriptions, this I ſhould account a good 
Argument to them, that the Biſhops had Authority to pre- 
ſcribe in the one Caſe, as well as the other : 1 e. in the Caſe 
of the three Preſcriptions they ſcrupled, as well as in the 
Caſe of the Preſcriptions they were ready to comply with; 
wich Compliance, according to themſelves, was an Ac- 
knowledgment of the Authority of the Preſcribers. I de- 
lire therefore, all to take notice that I have no ſuch Argu- 
ments as he would fix upon me. It hath been his con- 
ſtant courſe to take this liberty with me: and ſo I can 
the more eaſily bear it. But I am not, as I hope, capable 
of impoſing upon my Reader with any ſuch falſe Reaſon» 
ing: tho' I may think it not only juſtifiable, but the beſt 
way of arguing with any Perſons to do it upon their own 
Profeſſions, and Conceſſions. Accordingly my Argument 
was to this effect, You have profeſſed your Readineſs to 
comply with ſome Preſcriptions,which you ſometimes ſay 
is an Acknowledgment of the Authority of the Preſcribers, 
therefore you may likewiſe acknowledge their Authority 
in other Pre ſcriptions, as far as your Compliance contains in 
it ſuch an Acknowledgment. The thing to be proved was 
not abſolutely that Biſhops have ſuch an Authority, but 
that the Diſſenting Miniſters might, conſiſtently with ſome 
of their own Profeſſions, kao ſuch an Authority, 
by complying with it. This is very different from the 
former Repreſentations; and howeyer I may have been miſ- 
taken as to matter of Fact, the way of Reaſoning is good, 
and juſt, tho' that which this Author would fix upon me, 
is falſe and ridiculous, I built it upon his own repeated 
Words, that the Diſſenting Miniſters could not comply 
with the Preſcriptions, becauſe the Preſcribers had no Au- 
thority, from whence I concluded that they judged Com- 
pliance to be an Acknowledgment of their Authority : o- 
therwiſe there can be no force in the Argument. Notwith- 
ſtanding this, I found it relat ed by the ſame Aut hor that 
they were ready to comply in the uſe of ſome Preſcriptions. 
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Upon which I argued, that they who by Compliance ac- 
knowledge the Authority of Preſcribers in one Caſe, may 
acknowledge it another, as far as Compliance implies ſuch 
an acknowl:dgment.; and I inftanced in the Preſcriptions 
about Time, Place, and Eitnrgy, as what the Diſſenting 
Miners had profeſſed a readineſs to comply with. Let 
us now {ce what 1sreply'd to this. 3 

37, This Author (ſuppoſingT had in my Eye the Manager: 
of Me Corferenceat the Savoy) faith, that ſuppoſing they went 
9 fr, and were at times over ſeen, it doth not follow that they 
u to he imitated. I grant it. No Perſons are to be fol- 
nei Errors. But, I pray,from whence can we polli- 
b coilect the Judgment, and Principles of the Diſſenting 
Minijters, unleſs from thoſe who write, and tranſact in 
their Names, and are eſteem'd as the greateſt, and moſt 
excellent Men amongft them? I ſhould think they might 
have as many Followers amongſt their Brethren, as Mr. 


Calamy, or any other Perſon who had gone off from their | 
Principles: and judge it as much to my purpoſe to argue 


from thezr Profeſſions, and Principles, as from thoſe of 
any amongſt them. But this Author may aſſure himſelf, 


that T was not ſy weak as to intend my Arguments drawn 


from their Profeſſions for the ufe of any Perſons but ſuch as 
are of the ſame mind with them, and I hope it may be allow- 
ed proper upon ſome occaſions to argue with Men upon 
their own Principles, But leaſt any one ſhould think 
them ſo utterly forſaken by their Brethren and Follower: 
in their readineſs to comply in thoſe Inſtances, at that 
time, I can aſſure him upon the Teſtimony of this Author 
himſelf, if he were the Author of the Abridgment of Mr. 
Baxter's Life, that there was the ſame readineſs in the Diſ 
ſenting Miniſters as well as People, to comply in thoſe In- 
ſtances, in the Beginning of the late Reign. I will tran- 
ſeribe his own Words from that Abridgment, p. 655. where 
he is ſpeaking of the Alterations then deſign d. Thus much 
1 ſhall venture to ſay, that ſuch Amendments as thoſe were, 
with ſuch an allowance in the point of Orders for Ordination 
by Presbyte:s as is made, 13 Elix. cap. 1 2. would in all pro- 
bability have brought in two thirds of the Diſſenters in Eng- 
land, I confeſs I thought that upon ſo good an Authority 
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1 might have ventured to ſay what I did, eſpecially in a 


Debate with Himſelf. But now I begin to think it impoſ- 
ſible for me to judge, even from his own words, either 
what his own Principles are, or what the Principles of thoſe 
whoſe Cauſe he maintains. There cannot be a more po- 
ſitive Declaration than this, which yet, it ſeems, imports 
no ſuch thing as I have fix d upon it. 2 

2. It is reply'd, That the Managers of the Diſſenting 
Canſe at the Savoy Conference were ſo far from owning the 
Authority of Biſhops to preſcribe, that it is manifeſt toallwho 
will peruſe the Papers relating to that Affair, that they po- 
ſitively diſown d all ſuch Authority. I anſwer, that it is as 
manifeſt to all who will peruſe my Book without the preju- 
dices of this Author, that I tax them not with owning any 
ſuch Authority in words, but only with a readinefs to join, 
and comply in ſome Preſcriptions, which they themſelves 
judged an acknowledgment of Authority in the Preſcribers; 
and conſequently that this Author miſtakes and miſrepre- 


ſents me when he would fix any other meaning upon my 


Words. | | 

2, It is reply'd, that the Managers of that Conference are 
miſrepreſented by me, for as much as they never were 
ready to comply with the conſtant Uſe of the Liturgy, but 
always declared againſt it, if it ſhould be too rigoroufl 
impoſed, and alſo that he himſelf could not comply wit 
the con ſtant Uſe of it, tho* amended to his Mind; or with 
the Preſcription of one certain Time for the Communion, 
in Excluſion to all other. To which I anſwer, © 

1. His Declarations concerning himſelf are of ſmall im- 
portance in a Cauſe, in which I muſt conſider the gene- 
rally receiv'd Principles of the Diſſenting Miniſters, and 
not the Peculiarities of any particular Man. But if they 
be true, I infer from hence that he is not of the Number 
of thoſe in whoſe Name he made the foregoing Declara- 
tion, concerning a readineſs to comply, upon the Amend - 
ments lately defign'd. For I never heard but that the Uſe 
of the Liturgy ſo amended was ta have been as con/tant as 
It 18 no . ä | | 

2, Neither can he Himſelf, nor the Managers of the Sa- 
voy-Conference,eyen according to his preſent Repreſentation, 
3 * „ „ > ———y ” - 3 poſſibly 


* 


(even as they are repreſented in this Introdud ion) own 
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poſſibly evade the force of my Argument. As for the 
Managers of that Conference, he doth not pretend but that 
they were ready to comply with the Preſcription of one 

articular Time for the Celebration of theCommunion : which 
is ſufficient for my preſent purpoſe, as appears from this 
Authors declaring againſt it as an unneceſſary Term of Con- 
munion. And as for both them and himſelf, he acknow- 
ledges, even in this Introduction, a readineſs to comply 
with the Preſcription of the ordinary Uſe of a Liturgy, and 
of one particular Time for the Celebration of the Holy Ha- 
crament. And what need I deſire any more? For the 
Liturgy preſcribed for ordinary Uſe is Ai a Preſcripticn, 


and in his own Account, an unneceſſary Preſcription : And 


they who can comply with ſuch a Preſcription,and by that 
means (as themſelyes interpret ſuch a Compliance) acknoy- 
ledge the Authority of the Preſcriber, may as well com- 


ply with the ſcrupled Preſcriptions, notwithſtanding any | 
force in that Queſtion ſo often put, by what Aut hoyity are 


they enjoin'd © To comply ordinarily with Terms which or- 


dinarily exclude ſcrupulous Chriſtians fromCommunion, is no 


more lawful, than tocomply with ſuch Terms as always 
exclude them. Nor have the Biſhops any more Authority 
to preſcribe Circumſtantials for the ordinary uſe of the 


Church, than they have to preſcribe to the conftant uſe of 


it. And therefore I argue ſtillafter the like manner, If 
Compliance be an acknowledgment of the Authority of the 
Preſcriber, how can it be juſtified to be ready to comply 
ordinarily with thoſe things, which noone hath Authority 


ordinajily to preſcribe; and at the ſame time to refuſe 
Compliance with what is conſtantly preſcribed, merely for 


want of Authority in the Freſcribers? And again, If the 
Authority of the Preſcribers may be owned (as far as Con- 
pliance owns it) in the one Caſe, why not in the other ? 50 


that we ſee, the Biſhops having no more Authority in the 
one Caſe than in the other, the Argument drawn from 


their want of Authority doth conclude againſt Compliance 
in the one Caſe as well as in the other; and that the Dif 
ſenting Miniſters may, agreeably to their own Profeſſions 


their 
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their Authority in both Caſes, as far as by Compliance they 
can be interpreted to own it. But, 1 
3. Whatever Mr. Calamy may pleaſe to ſay in this In- 
troduction, I ſtill inſiſt upon it that the diſſenting Miniſters 
have been ready to comply with the Uſe of the Common- 
Prayer-Book, amended, as conſtantly. preſcribed as it is 
now. I did not apprehend my ſelf obliged toconfine m 
Argument to the Managers of the Savoy Conference, tho' this 
Author hath thought it for his Purpoſe to do it for me: 
but judged it proper to conſider not only their Profeſſi- 
ons at that time, but what hath been ſince declared in the 
Name of the diſſenting Miniſters. And I thought my ſelf 
ſecure in what 1 fixed upon them, having built it upon 
the above-mentioned Declaration of this Author himſelf. 
And I therefore ſtill inſiſt upon it. Either thoſe Amend- 
ments deſigned at the beginning of the late Reign with an 
Allowance for Ordination by Preſbyters would have brought 
in Two Thirds of the Diſſenters, or not. If not, then 
Mr. Calamy hath miſinformed the World. If they would, 
then it is certain that the diſſenting Miniſters, the moſt ju- 
dicious of them, were then ready to comply with the 
conſtant uſe of the Common-Prayer-Book ſo amended; and 
conſequently that what J affirm of them 1s true, and the 
Argument built upon this Profeſion of theirs, juſt and 
good: as this Author indeed ſeems to own by endeavour» 
ing to avoid the Force of it after ſuch a manner. If the 
diſſenting Miniſters were thus diſpoſed to a Compliance, I 
hope it is no Crime to argue with them upon the acknow- 
ledged Lawfulneſs of that Compliance. If they were not, 
the only fair Way that this Author can take to anſwer 
what I alleged, is to own that be miſrepreſented them, 
and not tax me with what I took entirely upon his Word. 
I am perſuaded that he himſelf was of the Number of 
thoſe in whoſe Name he made the fore-mentioned Decla- 
ration e And I amheartily ſorry that I have had any hand 
in driving him from ſo good a Diſpoſition. I wiſh he had 
found out ſome better way of dealing with my Arguments 
than to repreſent himſelf, and his Bretbren at a greater di- 
Nance from all Tendency to a Compliance than they ever 
N. Jet 
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yet profeſſed themſelves. But it ſeems, rather than any 
of my Reaſonings ſhall appear to have any Weight, he 
will unwarily reject even his own Teſtimony, and put auy 
Advantage into the Hands of thoſe, who will be ſure to 


uſe it upon all Occaſions, to the Prejudice of that Body of | 


Men, whoſe Canſe he undertakes to maintain. From what 
1 have ſaid in Vindicat ĩon of this Argument taken from the 
Principles and Profeſons of the diſſenting Miniſters it mani- 
feſtly follows, not indeed that Biſhops have Authority to 
preſcribe Things antecedently unneceſſary under thePenalty 
of no Communion, which, abſolutely confidered, was not the 


Point J undertook : but that the diſſenting Miniſters have 
owned their Authority in the Preſcription of ſome Things 


antecedently unneceſſary. as far as Compliance owns it ; and 
conſequently may lawfully acknowledge it in the ſcrupled 
Preſcriptions as far as Compliance is an Acknowledgment of 
it. Or thus, That as they were ready to comply with ſome 
Preſcriptions, notwithſtanding the want of Authority in 
the Freſcribers, ſo they may as reaſonably comply with the 
ferupled Preſcriptions, notwithſtanding the Objeion taken 
from the want of Authority in the Preſcribers. And thus 
much may ſuffice to ſhew how the Reply of this Anthor 
on this Head is founded upon his own Miftake, and Miſre- 
preſentation. 

One Argument I uſed in favour of the firſt Preſcribers 
was, That they had ordered nothing but what if all would 
feriouſly comply with, is certainly for the Good of the 
Church: by which I chiefly meant, that the Things pre- 
{cribedare of that nature,that an univerſal Compliance with 
them, ſuppoſing them not ſcrupled by any, would not be 
the Cauſe of any ill Conſequence, but of many good ones. 
To which this Author replies, As if it would juſtify an Lſur- 
per that bis Adminiſtration was managed for the Good of the 
Community. I an{wer, 1. There may be a Duty incumbent 
upon an Uſurper when he is in Poſſeſſion: and tho? the 
Benefit of his Adminiſtration to the Community will not 
juſtify him in the unjuſt acquiring of his Power, yet will 
it juſtify the Manner of his Adminiſtration of it: which 
1s the Point now before us. But, 2. I cannot underſtand 
upon what Principles he calls thoſe Uſurpers, _— 
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other places he acknowledgeth to be lawful Governonrs, 

This Reply ſuppoſeth them to uſe their Power for the Good 

of the Church, and yet it ſeems they are no better than 

Uſurpers; and be the Exerciſe of it never ſo much for the 
Advantage of the Church, it muſt according to this Reply 

be diſown'd, and oppoſed. And is this too agreeable ta 
the Profeſſions that have been made in the Name of the 
diſſenting Miniſters, to declare againſt Compliance with the 
Eniſcopal Power, even tho' the Biſhops had never extended 

it to any Commands but what are for the Good of the 
Church ? It was but juſt now that this Author declared a 
Readineſs to comply with the ordinary * N of a 
Liturgy ; from whence it follows, I ſhould think, that he 
judges our Eccleſiaſtical Governours may be juſtified in the 
Preſcription of the ordinary uſe of that; and conſequent- 
ly I ſhould have been apt to have fixed it upon him as hi 

principle, that the Biſhops might be juſtified in the pre- 
{cribing what is truly for the Good of the Church, did 
not Inow know by Experience how dangerous it is to tax 
him even with his own Acknowledgments, which can as 
eaſily be contradicted as made. Why are you ready to 
comply with the Preſcription of the ordinary uſe of a Li- 
tuygy ? It muſt be either becauſe the Biſhops have a Right 
to preſcribe it; or becauſe it is for the general Good of the 
Church. If becauſe they have Authority to preſcribe 
it, then you acknowledge they have Authority to pre- 


ſcribe a thing antecedently unneceſſary, which will ordinari- 


ly exclude ſcrupulous Chriſtians from Communion. If mere- 
ly becauſe it 1s for the Good of the Church, then Compli- 
ance may be practiſed, notwithſtanding the want of Au- 
thority in the Pre ſcribers. But my Buſineſs here was not to 
prove that the Biſhops had a Right to the Power they poſ- 
ſels, but that they had exerciſed their Power well, ſuppo- 
ling they had preſcribed nothing but what, if univerſal- 


ly complied with, is for the Good of the Chriſtian Church : 


and conſequently, this Author, after his uſual manner, 

hath here likewiſe miſtaken me. IA. 
After this I proceed to argue with the diſſenting Miniſters 
concerning their Ohjection taken from the Diſproportion — 
the 


As Reply to Mr. Calamy. 


the Penalty, And I reaſon upon their own Principles; if 
this be ſufficient to make a Command unlawful, this will 
make the Preſcription of a Liturgy, or a particular Time for 

Worſhip —. which yet they have profeſſed a Readi- 
neſs to comply with. This Author replies that this Readi- 
neſs to à conſtant Compliance in theſe Inſtances 1s particu- 
larly denied. 1 anfwer, There was a Time when it was par- 
ticularly, and ſolemnly owned even by himſelf ; as I have 
proved from his own Words, in which he profeſſeth a 
Readineſs in the greateſt part of the Diſſenters to comply 
with the Liturgy amended, in which there was to be a par- 
ticular Office for the Celebration of the Communion, and a 
particular Time for it, as conflantly to be obſerved, and 
as much excluſive of all others, as the preſent. Nay, if I 
vere not now better acquainted with the Perſon I am ar- 
ging with, I ſhould have ventur'd to affirm that, when 


the diſſenting Miniſters, as he here affirms, p. 46. profeſſed | 


a Readineſs to be determined by the Civil Magiſtrate in ſuch 
Things, as being merely circumſtantial, are common to Humane 
Actions, aud Societies, they never thought of excepting out 
of this Number, a particular Time for Worſhip excluſive of 
all other. But, however that be, I will take him, and his 
Brethren in their preſent Diſpoſition, before he hath 
thought himſelf obliged torevoke what he laſt ſaid. And 
I defire him to conſider whether the preſcribing the ordinary 
uſe of the Liturgy (whatever indeterminate Idea he may 
have to that Word) be not the enjoining an unneceſſary 
Circumſtance of Worſnp under a diſproportionate Penalty, 
For how that can be done without the ordinary Excluſion 
of many ſcrupulous Chriſtians, I am not able to think, And 
whether this Penalty for their Non-compliance be not diſpro- 
portionable, I leave to this Author to conſider. Indeed, I 
wiſh I could tell exactly what he means by the ordinary 
uſe of a Litmrgy, which he faith he could comply with. 
If he mean that he would not ſo oblige himſelf to this, 
but that he would leave himſelf the Liberty of taking ano- 
ther Method, and leaving the Church &fabliſhed whenever 
he ſhall judge it in his Conſcience more for the Glory of 
God, and more agreeable to his Will ; as he ſeems to 
| | mean 
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mean in the beginning of p. 50. I know no one in the 
Church at preſent who obligeth himſelf to the Uſe of the 
Liturgy, or to Conformity on any other Terms. It he mean 
that he cannot conſent to be ſo tied up, as not to have 
the Liberty likewiſe of praying as he ſeeth fit, upon par- 
ticular Occaſions, in public; as he ſeems to do, p. 49, 
and 53. he knows that this Liberty is both allowed, and 
taken in the Church at preſent. If he mean that he will 
not be ſo tied up to the Uſe of a Form at the Communion, 
as that he will not adminiſter it without one to thoſe who 


ſcruple a Form; as he ſeems to do, p. 50. I deſire to know 


whether there is any Ground to ſuppoſe that any ſuch 
ſcrupulous Perſons will think of chuſing him for their Fa- 
for who ordinarily uſeth a ſet Form of Prayer in the Pub- 
lic Worſhip , whether any ſuch Perſons will ever deſire to 
join with him in the Celebration of the Communion ; whe- 
ther if they do, it may not be as reaſonable a Proceeding 
in this Caſe, as he ſeems to think it in the Caſe of his own 
Scheme of independentsCongregations, p. 51. firft to endeavour 
to remove their Scruples, and if that? be found impoſ- 
ſible, then to refer them to a Congregation ſnited to their 
own Seruples. But hereI muſt put him in mind that he 
is as mach obliged o7dinarily to receive ſuch ſcrupulous 
Perlons to Communion, as he is ever to receive them: and 
therefore if he means by this Profeſſion, that he is ready at 
one time of the Day to comply with the ordinary Uſe cf a 
Form of Prayer at the Celebration of the Communion, provi- 
ded he may likewiſe at another Hour of the Day celebrate 
it without a Form; that is, that he would willingly offi- 
ciate in a conforming Congregation, provided he might like- 
wiſe miniſter in a diſſenting Congregation ; this is indeed a 
very particular fort of Conformity to an Eftabliſh'd Church, 
being much the ſame with Nonconformty it ſelf. +» | 
But becauſe I have found it a very precarious, and un- 
certain way of arguing with this Author from the Profeſ- 
lions of himſelf, and his Brethren, I am willing upon this 
Head to try another Method, and argue from- bis, and 
their univerſal Practice. And here I deſire to know, by 
what Authority the Civil Powers require the Subſcription +1 
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all diſenting Miniſters to 36 Articles under the Penalty of 


being hindered from preaching the Goſpel. If they have 
no Authority to do this, (as it will be hard to prove they 
have upon Mr. Calamy's new Scheme) Submiſſion ought no 


more to be paid to them in their Impoſitions than to the | 
Biſbops. If this be a diſproportionable Penalty which is here 
annexed to their Scruples, this Command is as unlawful as 


the ſcrupled Commands of the Biſbops and Compliance with 
it as unjuſtifiable. Nor will it be a ſufficient Reply to this 
to find out ſome different Circumſtances between this In- 
poſition, and thoſe of the Church, The Queſtion here is, 


whether the Magiſtrate have Authority to enjoin this Sub- | 
ſcription, and whether it be not impoſed under a diſpro- 
portionable Penalty; which I leave to this Author to con- 


fider, and then to anſwer, how it comes to paſs that the 
want of Authority, or the annexing a dip/oportionable Pe- 
nalty, ſhould render Compliance unreaſonable, and a Con- 
mand unlawful in one Caſe, and not in another. And by 
this time ſurely, the Reader may ungerſtand that it was 
my Deſign under this Head to argue with the diſſenting 
 Mimifters upon their own Profeſſions, and Principles; that 


I had a juſt Foundation ſo to do; and might with reaſon | 


put the like way of arguing upon their own Principles 
into the Mouths of others, in order to ſhew them the Un- 
reaſonableneſs, and Unconcluſiveneſs of it. 

I come now to their Objection taken from Rom, 14. 
which I fully conſidered in my Firft Book, p. 88, &c, 
where I endeavour to ſhew, that this Chapter cannot be 
proved to relate to Preſcriptions concerning God's Wor- 

- ſhip, 1. Becauſe it cannot be proved to extend to all 
Scruples concerning Matters in themſelves indifferent. 
2. Becauſe St. Paul himſelf made ſuch Preſcriptions, 3. Be- 
_ cauſe they who urge it have, notwithſtanding this Chap: 
ter, profeſſed their Readineſs to comply in ſome Preſerip- 
tions by which ſeveral ſcrupulous Perſons muſt unavoid- 
ably be excluded from Communion. To the firft of theſe 
this Aut hor replies, that St. Paul doth not appear to make 
any Difference in the Scruples of weak Perſons concern- 
ing Things in themſelves not neceſſary. And I — 
| that 
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that for any thing that appears in this Chapter, he might 
make a Difference: it being no Contradiction at all for 
him to command that Perſons who ſcrupled particular” 
Meats and Drinks ſhould be loved as Brethren, and be res 
ceived to OGurch-Communion; and at the ſame time not 
to intend by this that ſuch as ſcrupled the ſettled Cuſtoms! 
received or enjoined in the religious W e in any Cm c 
ſhould he notwithſtanding this, received to Communion 
in that Church. There may be other Reaſons for it: but 
Iſay this Chapter doth not neceſſarily imply it. And 
therefore at leaſt, it cannot be demonſtrated to be a Duty 
from this Chapter. Mr. Calamy hath advanced nothing 
here to prove it, but Affirxmations that it is ſo. That it 
was no Contradiction in St. Pix! to command the one, and 
not to intend the other, is an Argument that he might 
command the one, and yet not intend the other. That he 
- Wl thought it no Contradiction is evident from his own Pra- 
dice, which was another thing J obſerved. For he who 
command ed the one ſort of ſcrupulous Fer ſbns to be receiv'd, 
dad himſelf, by poſitive Preſcription, in eſfect, command 
it another ſort of ſcrupulous Perſons to be rejected. He 
n nade — 9 9c himſelf about Matters, — 
'S WW unneceflary; relating to religious Worſhip z and by theſe 
excluded, in effect, ſuch as ſhould ſcruple' Compliance 

with them. The former of theſeT urged for the Lawful- 
4. W neſs of ſome Preſeriptions and chiefly as an Argument to 
6. thoſe, whol found had argued from St. Paul's not makin 
de Preſcriptions againſt the Lawfulneſs of it in other Chure 
r. WW Governors.” But this our Author hath thought fit carefully 
ll WI to ſuppreſs : which makes it the more neceſſary for me 
here to repeat it. An Argument was drawnfrom St. Paul's 
e. not interpoſing in the Caſes mentioned in this Chapter 
7 I *gainft any Churcb-Governors" interpoſing. To which it 
vas very proper to anſwer by another Argument drawn 
ich from bis making ſome Preſcriptions: it being ip lied in 
the Argument, that if St. Paul himſelf. had interpoſed 
ke with any Preſcriptions, this might have been at leaſt à Pre- 
n tence for other (Governors to interpoſe in the like Caſes. 
cr, ¶ iow argue farther upon this Argument of theirs, after the 
at | 7 "Wa following 
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following manner. The Caſes here intended by St. Payt. Ml 1 
can be only thoſe in which he did not himſelf think fit ! 
to interpoſe. But he himſelf thought fit to interpoſe in 1 
the Caſe of Chriſtians Behaviour in religious Aſſemblies, e 
Therefore this Caſe could not be in this Chapter intended 
by him. And again, if it had been St. Paul's Intention, e 
as it hath always hitherto been repreſented, to lay it down Wl ; 
as his Judgment that no Preſcriptions, about the Circumſtan- WY ; 
ces of Morſpip in themſelves unneceſſary, ſhould. be made; It 
and that weak Perſons who ſcruple ſuch Preſcriptions ! 
ſnould notwithſtanding their Scruples, be received to (on- Ne 
munion : If, I ſay, this had been his Intention in this t 
Chapter, it had been a Cont/adidtion to this, even for him- ¶ t. 
ſelf after wards to have made any ſuch Preſcriptions, which Ne 
muſt have excluded any Perſons ſuppoſed to be ſcrupulous, W $ 
as this Author acknowledgeth they muſt; and conſequent- t 
ly 1 juſtly-obſerved that St. Paul no more intended this p 
in this Chapter, than he means to contradict himſelf, This t. 
was a ſufficient Reply to the Argument as it hath hitherto t 
been urged fram this Chapter and how could 1 know be-M ſe 
forehand that this Author would have recourſe to an In- f 
terpretation of it wholly new? But if there had been no. #: 
other way but this of defending the Obje4ion drawn from 1; 


it; yet he ought, I think, to have let his, Reader know, cl 
that I had anſwered the Objet:onas it had been formerly th 
urged, tho' he himſelf had now another Interpretationof th 
this Chapter to allege to the ſame purpoſe, And if Lun pl 
derſtand him aright, he would now repreſent St. Paul in fo 


this Chapter, deſigning only to forbid other Churcb- Goner-· ar 
nors, who had not his Meaſure of the Spirit, to make any 
Preſcriptions about unneceſſary Circumſtances of Worſhip; 
but to reſerve to himfelf the Power of doing it: to order 
that Perſons who ſerupled fuch Preſcriptions of others, 
ſhould notwithſtanding. be received to Communion, tho 
thoſe who ſhould ſcruple any fuch Preſcriptions of his ow), 
ſhould not: which is ſuch a-Repreſentation of the Apoſtle: 
Meaning, as I confeſs I cannot but wonder at. For it! 
manifeſt to any whoattentively read this Chapter, all 
the beginning of the next, that if he deliver any hangs 
\ +; | F 4)! 
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this place in order to preclude any Perſons from making 
it Preſcriptions in the Caſes here intended, he declares him- 
n {lf at the ſame time precluded from it; that whatever 
s. cruples he here intends, he orders that they ſhould be 
2d born with, without having regard to his own Preſcripti- 
n, ons any more than to others; that if Chriſtians be to be 
vn received to Communion notwithſtanding the Scruples here 
intended, fo it muſt be univerſally, and without aaa 
e; tion; and that the Rules of Behaviour here laid down ob 
lige all Chriſtians, from the higheſt Apoſtle to the mean- 

m- ¶ cit Laic. The Importance of the whole is manifeſtly: this, 
nis that it is the Duty of Chriſtians to bear with ſuch Infirmi- 
m- ties of one another as are there intended; to love, and re- 
ich ceive one another notwithſtanding ſuch Weakneſſes, and 
1, MW Scruples as are there intended; to bear one another's Bur- 
nt- then ; not to condemn one another in their different Ap- 
his MW prehenfions and Behaviour with relation to the Things 
his there intended; to ſeek the Good of others more than 
Tto MF their own private Satisfaction, in the Conduct of them- 
be · ſelves in the Points there deſigned ; for all which he uſeth 
In. ſuch Arguments as oblige himſelf as ſtrongly as the Chri- 
nö ian Laity he wrote to. And that no one hos think he 
rom layeth down Rules for others, and not for himſelf, he con- 
ov, MW cludes the whole in his on Perſon, as well as that of o- 
erh thers, We then that are ſtrong ought to hear the Infirmities of 
not the Neak, &c. I therefore argue thus: Whatever in this 
um place he forbids to other Chriſtians; he declares 3 
ing forbidden to himſelf: whatever he enjoins other Chriſti- 
er ans, he detlares equally incumbent upon himſelf. If there- 
an fore he here forbid to any other Chriſtians the making Pre- 
hip ſcriptions about the Behaviour of their Brethren in God's 
xd Worſhip, he declares it equally forbidden to himſelf. If 
herz he here enjoin the receiving to Communion any who ſhould 
tho ſcruple ſuch Preſcriptions of others, he here enjoins the ſame 
own with reſpect to his own: But it is manifeſt from his own 
Ae Behaviour that he thought it proper to make ſuch Preſerip- 
it tion; therefore it follows that the Rules here laid down 
any cannot be extended to the forbidding ſuch Preſcriptions , | 
Ng er to the receiving ſuch to atuaband-external Commitnion 1 
"Ts 1 Wann 
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in a particular Church, as ſcruple ſuch Preſcriptions. Let 
it be obſerved, that I do not here ſay that there may not be 
other Reaſons for this: but I ſay there is nothing in this 
Chapter to this purpoſe, Thoſe Iwo Evangelical Precepts, 
Fudge not, and, Love one another, are in my Opinion an E. 
pitome of this Chapter; and may as well be urged againſt 
any Eccleſiaſtical Preſcriptionsas what is alleged from hence, 
Thus have I again clear'd this Matter, and ſhewnfrom St, 
Paul's Practice that there is nothing in this Chapter againſt 
the Power of Church-Governors' to preſcribe, in anſwer to. 
this new Account of St. Paul's Deſign in this place. 
As for any Argument from St. Paul's Example to juſti- 
fy the Preſcriptions of later Church-Governors, I urged not 
any ſuch as of folntely concluding,but with reſpect to others, 
an whoſe way of reaſoning it was implied that his Exam- 
ple would be of ſome Conſideration in this Caſe. But. Iac- 
nowledge a great Difference between the Direction, and 
conſequently the Authority of the one, and of the other: 
notwithſtanding which there may be other Arguments for 
a ſufficient Authority in later urch. Governors to pre- 
ſcribe what is as truly for the Decency of God's Worſhip, 
as his Preſcriptions were: But I can't but think it a little, 
and poor Except ion which is here made againſt my way of 
Expreſſion: as if it were not all one to ſay, St. Paul pre- 
ſcribed ſuch a Cuſtom merely becauſe it was decent; and 
to ſay, St. Paul preſcribed it on that and another Account 
al ſo, becauſe he was directed to do it: ſince he ought. ne- 
ver to be ſuppoſed exempt from the Direction of the Ho- 
Iy Spirit; and was directed to this by the Holy Spirit 
merely for the Decency of God's Worſhip. It is {aid like 
wiſe, p. 59. that St. Faul s Preſcriptions were about things not 
properly indiffei ent; that they wereexpedient,and founded - 
on moral Reaſonts. I grant it as far as PDecency, and Order 
make Things fo, And in this Senſe, kneeling at the Con- 
munion is not properly indifferent, but expedient, and fou. 
ded upon moral Reaſons. And the ſerious Uſe of Godjo- 
 thers.is expedient in an higher Senſe, as it might beof great 
_Uſefalnels-in the Chriſtian Church: So likewiſe,is the Uſe 
of a good Liturgy in the Public Worſhip, But this Obſer- 
- | | ; : vation 
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vation doth not ſhew at all that St. Paul did not preſcribe 
{me Things not antecedently neceſſary in the Senſe in 
which thoſe Words have been uſed in this Controverſy a- 
bout the Preſcriptions in our Church. 746 

There was another way of arguing'I made uſe of to 
ſhew that St. Paul deſigned not any thing in the 14th 
Chapter to the Romans againſt the Power of Church-Gover- 
nors to preſcribe, built upon the Conceſſions, and Decla- 
rations of the diſſenting Miniſters themſelves, This Mr. Ca- 
lamy hath thought fit wholly to omit : and I therefore 
now inſiſt upon it with ſome Additions. ' 


I. If the Deſign of this Chapter were to forbid future 
Church-Governors to make any Preſcriptions by which 


any ſcrupulous Chriſtians may be excluded from external 


Communion with their Brethren, then it forbids the Pre- 
ſcription of the conſtant Uſe of a Litusgy ; which yet this 
Aut hor in his Abridgment declares the greateſt part of the 
Diſſenters ready to comply with, as I have before ſhewn. 
And J argue, it they can comply with that, notwithſtand- 
ing any thing in this Chapter, they may likewiſe with 
other Preſcriptions notwithſtanding the Rules here laid 
down by St. Paul, we BY th 2 
2. If the Deſign of this Chapter be what this Author re- 
preſents it to be, it likewiſe as much forbids the Preſerip- 
tion of the ordinary Uſe of a Liturgy, as it doth any other; 
becauſe by this it cannot be but that many ſcrupulous Chri- 
ſans muſt be excluded; and whatſoever this Chapter com- 
mands or forbids, it commands or forbids ordinarily as well 
as conflantly. Notwithſtanding this, Mr. Calamy a ſſures 
us in this Introduction, not only that other diſſenting Mi- 
riſtes have declared a Willingneſs, but that even he him- 
elf is willing to comply with the Preſcription of the or 
dinary Uſe of a Liturgy. From whence: I conclude that he 
may likewiſe comply with other Preſcriptions, notwith- 
ſtanding any thing in this Chapter. m. 
3. I defire it may be conſidered whether this Chapter, 
according to the Account given of it by ſome, do not 
likewife forbid the making unneceſſary Preſcriptions con- 
cerning Mmiſters, which _ exclude the Serupulous on 
8 LI 3 the / 
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the Miniſtry; [the requiring of them, for inſtance, the Sul, 
ſcription of thixty fix Articles in order to their Miniftration: 
for why ſnhould not this Chapter be likewiſe interpreted to 
this effect, that Perſons being duly qualify'd for Miniſters, 
ought to be-receiv'd, and protected as ſuch, tho' the 
ſhould chance to differ from others in one or more of thofs 
numerous Points treated of, and imply'd in theſe. Arti- 
cles? And if notwithſtanding this, ſuch an unxeceſſary Pre. 
ſeription as this can readily be comply'd with by the Dif 
ſenting Miniſter's, T fee not how, 2 Chapter.can hinder 
them from complying with others..' '.. ä 
4. If this Chapter take from all any right of making 
choice of ſuch Circumſtantials of Worſhip, as exclude ſcri- 
pulous Chriſtians from Communion z then doth it likewiſe 
from every one of the Independent Congregations in Mr. Ca- 
" damy' s new Scheme. According to this Interpretation of it, 
it Will not be lav ful for the Majority of any one of them 
to agree upon the conſtant, or ordinary ule of a Liturgy, 
tho they ſhould think their Edification never ſo much pro- 
mioted by it: which is very hard in a Scheme that pre- 
tends to ſo much Liberty. For by this means many ſeru- 
pulous Chriſtians will be either conſtantly, or'ordinarily ex; 
cluded: and according to this Interpretation, it is the Du- 
ty of this Congregation, not to refer the ſcrupulous Perſons 
to other Congregations, (a method this Author on the like 
occaſion recommends,)but it ſelf to receive them to Commu- 
nion without any attempt to ſend them to more diſtant Con- 
gregat ions, in Which noLitu/gy is uſed. For how otherwiſe the 
Rules laid down in this Chapter, accord ing to his Interpreta- 
tion can be obſerved I ſee not. Nay, Iſee not but that accord - 
ing to him, St. Paul muſt be ſuppoſed in this Chapte#to pre- 
ſcribe Impollibilities. For if he here preſcribe any thing 
concerning receiving to Churgh-Communton, it muſt be un 
derſtood of receiving the ſcrupulous here intended to a 
joint- participation of Chriff's Ordinances, at the ſame tine, 
and the ſame place. But ſuppoſe the Majority of a parti 
cular Congregation agreed upon a particular Time, and a 
particular Form of Prayer, for the Celebration of the Lord's 
Supper; and ſuppoſe theſe two Farticulars ſcrupled by lone 
dy BR 2 e 
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honeſt Chriſtians, I deſire to know what muſt be done. 
It is impotlible they ſhould be received to a common and 
joint-celebration of this Solemnity: and for the Miniſter 
to admit them to Communion at a diſtinct time by them- 
ſelves, no more anſwers the intent of this Oapter, than 
the abſolute refuſal of them. For if it reſpect Church · Cn. 
mynion at all, it muſt have a reſpect to the receiving all 
at the ſame time: And beſides, being directed to the Chri- 
ian Laity, and not peculiarly to the Che, it cannot 
otherwiſe be comply d with, but by receiving the ſcrupu- 
lous there ſpoken of at the ſame time at which themſelves 
communicate. For how, I pray, can they be ſaid to receive 
one another to Communion, who communicate unavoidably 
at diſtin& Times ? This, I think, is a Demonſtration that 
St. Paul could not in this Chapter ſpeak with — to 
ſuch Scruples as we are concerned about; unleſs he can 
be ſuppos d to enjoin Impoſſibilities, and Contradi@ions > 
end this I hope, no one will fix upon him. At leaſt it is 
a Demonſtration that ſuch Scynples are not here intended, 
3 are inconſiſtent with Chriſtians communicating with 
one another at the ſame time; and conſequently that St; 


Paul muſt not be ſuppos'd here to ſpeak of all forts of 


Scruples : and this is enough to overthrow the Interpre- 
tation of this Author. 3 e 

Theſe and the like Conſid erations make me think that 
St. Paul could not intend in this Chapter, to lay down 


Rules to any other purpoſe but this, that Chriſtians ſnould 


love one another, and do all good Offices to one another, 
nothwithſtanding their ſmaller Differences; that they 
ſhould not be free to condemn one another for the ſake of 
ſuch indifferent matters, as Eating, or not Eating ſuch par- 
ticular, fort of Food; that the ſtrong, i. e. Perſons of Judg- 
ment and Underſtanding, ſhould in all ſuch Cafes bear 
with the Infirmities, and Miſtakes of the weak; all which 
Rules, I am perſuaded, may be obſerv'd. without admit- 
ting boneft ſcrupulous Chriſtians of all ſorts to the external 
Celebration of the Offices of Religion in every particular 
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Church, But however thistbe, I hope Mr. Calamy will 
conſider with himſelf how to recongile this Chapter with: 
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his own Profeſſions, and his own Scheme, as well as how to 
object it to others. 2 
After I had anſwer'd the Object ion of the Diſſenting Mi- 
ni ſteys taken from the 14th Chap. to the Romans, I pro- 
1 | ceeded to ſhew that themſelves were not free 
Reaſ. of Confor. from what they call Unneceſſary Impoſitions : 
P- I. 7. 96 and I inſtanced in the Practice of Mr. Bax- 
| ter, than whom no Man hath more-Follow- 
ers amongſt them; and of the Independents, a numerous 
part of them; laying nothing to their charge but what I 
found ſaid of them by this Author himſelf, The Summof 
the Anſwer is, that this will not prove Unſcriptural Impo- 
fitions lawful. Nor was I ſo weak as to produce it for that 
Purpoſe, But I hope it may be a good Argument to the WM 2 
Followers of Mr. Baxter, and the Independents, that it is t 
not juſtifiable to ſeparate from the Efabliſh'd Church inor- Ml h 
der to witneſs againſt Impoſitions; and at the ſame time n 
to practiſe the ſame thing fo much complain'd of, and to 
comply with it in their own Churches, 
Thus have I endeavour'd to anſwer all the Objedons of | 
this Author againſt what I have formerly advanced con- 
cerning Ecclefraſtacal Impoſitious in the Eftabliſh'd Church. 
The ſecond thing I undertook in anſwer to this Introdw- | 
Gon, was, 1 EL IE] 
II. To conſider that Scheme of Liberty which is here pro 
poſed by Mr. Calamy, in op oſit ion to the Efabliſbed Mes 
t hod : that fo we may ſee whether that be free from the 
ſame, or the like Ohjections to thoſe he hath made to the 
£Eftabliſhed Method. For if it do not appear at laſt to be 
ſo, this will Tthink furniſh a great Argument for an uni- 
verſal Compliance with the Efabliſbment : it being a juſt 
ground for our adhering to that, rather then ſeparating 
from it, that thoſe who have moſt oppos'd it, and given 
themſelves moſt Liberty to invent Methods and Schemes to 
ſet up againſt it, have not been able to propoſe one to the 
World but what is liable to many of thoſe Ohections, and 
Inconveniencies which have been chiefly infiſted on by this 
very Author, and his Bretbren-in/ their Writings againſt 
the Cauſe of Conformity. Now 
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Firſt, I ſee not any Advantage to the Scrupulous in this 
beme, which they are not as certain of enjoying under 
that to which I am preſſing Conformity. For I am not a- 
ſnam'd to own it as my Judgment, that together with the 
moſt perfect Eſtabliſhment that can be framed by Man, 
there ought always to be a Toleration and protection for 
ſuch weak and honeſt Chriſtians 2s are good and peace- 
able Subjects to the Civil Conſtitution + and no other force 
uſed towards ſuch but the force of ſober, and good Rea- 
ſoning. And I obſerve this the rather, becanf Mr. Ca- 
lamy hath been pleaſed in many places to drop ſuch Ex- 
preſſions as naturally lead his Reader to think that all 
who plead for Conformity to the Church of England, are as 
zealous againſt the Toleration of Diſſenters as they are for 
their Compliance with the Eftabliſhment. So that as to this 
he hath no Advantage in his Scheme which I have not in 
mine. | 

Again, He will allow it an advantage in his own Scheme, 
that all near Neighbours ſhould join in the ſame Form of 
Worſhip, and woul1 think it not only a lawful, but 
friendly Office to endeavour to remove the Scruples of 
thoſe who otherwiſe would differ from their Neighbours : 
I defire likewiſe that a more extended Uniformity may be 
thought an advantage to a Chri/fzan Nation; and that it 
may not be judg'd an unchriſtian or unfriendly Office to 
endeavour to promote it in the way of fair, and ſerious 
Reaſoning. However, this I am ſure of, that as all that 
he can pretend to in his own way, with reſpe& to ſcrupu- 
lous Neighbours, is firſt to endeavour to remove their 
Scruples by ſober Diſcourſe, and if that prove unfucceſs- 
ful, afterwards to refer them to other more diſtant Congre- 
gations; which is the Method he propoſes on this Occaſion ; 
ſo likewiſe may the ſame ſort of Perſons be dealt with in 
the way already eftabliſh'd after the ſame manner, viz, 
if their Scruples be incurable by the only Chriſtian method 
of ſerious Argument, they muſt he left to the uſe of that 
Liberty which is allow'd them, But if this Author ſhould 
ask, What if the Civil Magiſtrate ſhould debar them of all 
ſuch Liberty? I reply by as king the ſame n 
N me 


Scheme of Independent Congregation were univerſally re- 
ceiv'd, What w the Magiſtrate ſnould require all within 
Tuch a Diſtrict to join with ſuch a particular Congregation? 
Ithink it full as likely that in ſuch. an Eſtabliſhment as 
he hath invented, the Magi ſtrate ſhould preſs, and com- 
mand the Luiformity of a Neighbourhoad, as that in any o- 
ther ſort of Eſtabliſhment, he ſhould preſs and command 
er of a Nation. And if he reply that the con- 
trary Sup poſition is one part of that Scheme which he pro- 
poſeth; I anſwer, the like Suppoſition is part of my 
Febeme likewiſe, and what I ſhall always contend for un- 
der the preſent Efabliſb d Scheme as zealouſly as he can do 


* 


for it under any other Scheme he can think of. 
Secondly, I ſee not but that this new Scheme muſt heat- 
tended with Circumſtances, and Conſequences as bad, if 
not worſe then what are ſeen to belong to the preſent 
Eſtabliſhment. For, 10 n 


a 


1. The ſame fort of evil Conſequences will befqund to 
follow upon the multitude of different modes of 75 K 
ſet up upon the Scheme now before us, that are ſeen ib 
follow upon thoſe. differences of Worſhip now amongſt 
us ; and theſe in greater number, proportionable to that 
greater variety ot Modes, which muſt, this way he intro- 
duc d into our eee 1 muſt beg leave here to ſup- 
poſethat Mankind will have much theſame Paſſions, and 
the ſame Tempers, even when this Scheme is eſtabliſhed, 
that they have now. And can any one imagine that a 
uumber of Neighbaxys.will not he diſguſted that they muſt 
either conform to what. they do nat like, or elſe be ſent 
to ſomediſtantplacelon an opportunity of Worſhip? Can 
any one think that there will not be upon ſuch. occaſions, 
frequent, and zealous efforts for, gathering Churches out 
of Churches, and Violences amongſt Neighbours to as great 
4 degree as ever yet hath been-known ? We ſee this prac- 
tice in ſome places amongſt the. Diſſenters themſelves at 
prefent, and made the occaſion of great Heats, and Un- 
charitableneſs amongſt themſelves, even whilſt the con- 
trary is ſo much their peculiar Intereſt: and may F? not 


expect the like, or jnfinitely worſe, when there w be 0 
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ſuch thing as a Common Cauſe, and a Common Intereſt, but 
every Preacher will have a peculiar Intereſt of his own to 
bias him, and every Congregation; particular Ngtions, 
and Schemes of their on, of which I doubt not to ſay 
they will be generally as tenacious, as if they knew. them 
to be of Apoſtolical Inſtitution ? All will endeavour, (ox 
at leaſt ſo-profeſs,) to agree upon nothing but what they 
are directed to by the Will and Example. of Chriſt, and his 
Apofiles ; and ſo the Forms eſtabliſhed in every particular 
Congregation being all eſteem'd to be Fure Divino, r Tue 
Apoſtolico, the Zeal of Men will run high for their own 
Conſtitutions, and infinite muſt be the Diſputations, an 


remarkable the Heat, and Zeal which will be occaſion d 


by theſe means, For nothing warms. Mens Heads like 
any Queſtion that concerns their own Form of Worſhip, 
eſpecially when they themſelves have had the ordering 
of all that relates tv it. rr 
2. Suppoſing all in one Pariſh unauimons, and to con- 
ſent and acquieſce in the ſame Form of Worſhip, the In- 


conyeniences, and evil Conſequences muſt. be ſtill much 


5 
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ried by Majority of Voices, will be found in the Manage- 
ment before, and at the Time of theſe ' Determinations : 


only perhaps with this difference, that they may be the | 


greater on this Occaſion, becauſe of the Importance Men 
are naturally apt to judge to belong to every thing which 
themſelves. think becoming the Worſhip of God? Whether 
this Aut bor allows to Women any Right cf voting in this 
Caſe, (as I am informed ſomewhat equivalent to this is 
ranted them in many of our ' ſeparate Congregations) I 
know not. If not, T think they may juſtly complain of 
their being deprived of that Right, which according to his 
way of arguitg muſt belong to all Creatures capable of 
rehgious Worſhip, and be as contented to be concluded 
in ſuch Watters by vHetr oublic Governours, as by the Votet 
of their Neighbours, and Relations. But if this Liberty be 
allowed to themtikewiſe, ſome new Queſtions, and Diff 

D CT IT 
It is an eaſy Matter to anſwer to all this, that theſe In- 
conveniencies,and evil Conſequences ought not to happen; 
that it is the Duty of Men to bear with one another's Dif- 
ferences in religious Worſhip ; and the like, But alas! 
this is not the Queſtion; but whether it be not likely thus 
to be. In Theory it ſignifieth little what a Man faith. He 
may make what Ecclefiaſftical Utopia she pleaſeth, and in- 
alte his own peculiar Genius, and Judgment to the nt- 
moſt. But in all Propoſals, and Schemes which we draw 
up in order to be reduced to Practice, we muſt ſuppoſe 
the World what it is, not what it ought to be; the ſame 
Ignorance, the fame Superſtition, the ſame Zeal, the ſame 
Reſentments, the ſame Bigotry, the ſame every thing 
which we have found (hitherto amongſt Chriftians : and 
we mult propoſe (like good Phyſicians) not merely what 
is abſolutely good in it ſelf, but what is fo with reſpect 
to the Prejudices, Tempers,and Conftitutions, we know, 
and are ſure to be amongſt us, And the want of this piece 
of Prudence is alone {ſufficient to overthrow any Scheme, 
tho' never ſo good, never ſo perfect in it ſelf, © 
Thirdly, I muſt obſerve, that as this Scheme hath no Ad- 
vantage (with reſpect to — Scrupulous) which e kr 
b a" 
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Efabliſbment hath not as juſt a Title to; and is likely to 
be accompanied with Cireumftances, and Conſequences as: 
bad, if not much woxſe than what are ſeen to belong to 
that; ſo likewiſe is it liable to ſome of the chief, and moſt 
terrible of thoſe Obje&ions which have been with the great- 
eſt Zeal urged againſt the preſent Eſtabliſßment. Let us 
put the Caſe, that the major part of a Neighbourboad agree 
upon the Uſe of a Liturgy at the Time of the Celebration of 
the Lord's Supper : a Privilege which I ſuppoſe this Author 
will not deny to any of his. Congregations, at leaſt for 
their ordinary Way of: Worſhip, becauſe he is ready to com- 
ply with this; ſhould it be preſcribed even by the Biſbops.; 

Now, 1. The ſame Invective may be made againſt this, 
which hath been made againſt ſuch a Power in Biſhops. 
For I ſee not but that this is as manifeſtly making exclu- 
ſive. Terms of Communion, as manifeſtly an Encroachment 
upon Chriſt's Regal Power; as manifeſtly a Confinement 
of that Which Chrif hath left free, as what is complained 
of in the preſent Efablihment. This doth as effectually 
exclude the Scrupulous from communicating in that Con- 
gregation in which they have as great a: Right to com- 
municate as their Nezghbowrs; and conſequently is as much 
a confining to one ſort of Ch/iſtians what their common 
Maſter hath left open to all: it is as truly an Addition 
to Chriſt's Inſtitution, who left it without ſuch an Incum- 
branee, and conſequently is equally an Uſurpation, and 
Invaſion of that Authority which he only is ſaid to enjoy. 
To ſay that the Scrupulous may go to another Congregation 
more to their Mind, is to ſay nothing that removes the 
preſent, Pifficulty. For according to this Author himſelf, 
they haves Right tobe admitted in this very Congregation 
upon the naked Terms of:Chrift himſelf: and Why ſhould 


they either put themſelves to great Inconveniences by 


hunting after other Congregations more agree able to them- 
ſelves z or by-giving up their own Right encourage an 
impoſing Spirit, and - Ecclefiaftical Tyranny. in thoſe'who 


have no Authority for what they do? To do this for the 


ſake of the Good of the Chureb, and the Peace of the Meigb- 
bourhood, I cenfeſs I ſhould think glorious, e 
| e 
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the Notion of Glory, and Honour laid down in the Gof 
pel. But this Author hath utterly precluded the -Scupy- 
tots from this Method of proceeding + which leads me to 
obſerve, M9 0521 (21 LG REt 2 Re 


2. That as the ſame Objectious lie againſt this Power 
which he hath lodged in his Congregations, which have 


been made againſt the like in Biſhops; ſo the ſame Argu- 
ments prove it unlawful to comply with the Preſcription 
of the major part of a Congregation, or Neighbourhood, which 
have been uſed againſt Compliante with the preſent Eſta- 
bliſhment. - I have obſerved already that whilſt the Scru- 
- ples of the Perſons above-mentioned remain, they ought 
to inſiſt upon their Right to be admitted into that particu- 
Iar Congregat ion which hath out- voted them, upon the Terms 
of the Goſpel * and not to give it up to an impoſing, and 
uſurping Spirit. Indw add, that ſhould their Scruples 
be removed, with reſpect to the material Lawfulneſs of the 
Liturgy agreed upon, they are ſtill obliged by this Authors 
Principles not to comply ſo far as to uſe conſtantly the 
Form agreed upon by others. For how do they know how 
many other Impoſitzons they may bring upon themſelves, 
and Neighbours at this rate? How can they anſwer the 
giving Countenance to the lealt Additions to Chriſt's In- 
ſtitutions? Their Compliance would be an Acknowledg- 
ment of Authority in the mayor part of this Congregation 
to make ſuch an Agreement: and how could they ac- 
knowledge thiswithout giving up all Right in themſelves 
to be admitted upon other Terms? Shall they give up 
this Right for the ſake of Pace? No. Peace is indeed a 
good thing; but ſuch a Compliance tends to Slavery, and 
to the Encouragement of Church-Tyranny , and Peace 1s not 
to be purchaſeti:at ſo dear a Price. Thus, I ſay, might 
this Cauſe be argued upon this Author's Principles, and 
the ſame ObjeFi2ns brought againſt Compliance under his 
Scheme which he hath brought againſt Compliance with 
the'Efabliſhed Method; and fo a-perpetual Foundation 
laid of Quarrels, and Animoſities amongſt Neiphbonrs. 
Add to this, 3. That the ſame Ohjedion may be drawn 
from Rom. 14. againſt this Method of proceeding with ſor 
| pulous 
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pulous Perſons, which hath been alleged, againſt the fa: 


liſßed Church. For what is it that, according to this An: 


or, that Chapter enjoins? Is it not that the Scrupulous ſhall, 


be received to Communion ? And ſhall any Miniſter, or any 
of theſe independent Congregations dare to refuſe the receiv - 
mg any Chriſtian to Communion ? And inſtead of receiving 
thoſe whom St. Pail orders to be received, ſend them a- 
way to other diſtant Congregations?, How doth this anſwer 
his Intention, which was to aſſert the Right of ſuch Per- 
ſons to be admitted in this particular Congregation? But 


[ have before ſpoken of this; and ſhall not at preſent urge 


it any farther.  . And what ſhall we now {ay if thoſe very, 
Objections which have been urged by this Author, with ſo 
much Vehemence, and peculiar Zeal, againſt the eftabliſh- 
ed Method, are found to lie againſt , that Scheme which he 
is ſetting up in Oppoſition to it? We muſt conclude either 
that there cannot be any particular Scheme invented 
which will be wholly free from what this Author calls un- 
ſcriptural. Additions. or that till ſuch a Scheme be found, 
we may very well adhere to the Eftabliſhed Church : and 
allo that it doth not become Men to object unſcriptuxal 
Additions to the Church, and at the ſame time advance a 
new Scheme, in which they muſt, as far as appears, neceſ- 
ſarily admit them. ä er en 
Tourthly, J muſt obſerve that this new Scheme is an en- 
tire Departure from the Principles, and Profeſſions of thoſe 
diſſenting Miuiſters, whoſe Cauſe in a peculiar manner this 


Author hath undertaken to defend; as far as we can judge 


from the public Declaratiors hitherto made in their 
Names. That they were for an Eſtabliſhment cf a very 
different nature from that of this Author is very evident. 
That they Judged the Right cf determining Ceremonies 
in Worſhip to be in the Civil Magiſtrate, this very Perſon 
in this Introduction contends, p. 46. when citing their 
Words, in which they declare, that as to Ceremonies they 


were willing to be determined by Authority, he adds, i. e, the 


Civil Authority, as appears from all their Papers. | So that 
they acknowledged the Authority of the Civil Magiſtrate 


in determining ſome Circumſlantials of religious Vonſbip- 


which 
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which fingle Point makes an eſſential Difference between 


| hath contrived. Is it propoſed in order to any Attempt 


their Scheme, and this new one, which is wholly found- 
ed on the Right of every particular Congregation to deter- 
mine its own Circumſtantials; and on the Denial of any 


Right in any fort of Governours to do it for them. I men- 


tion this not as if I thought it a good Argument abſolute- 


ty conſidered againſt the Juſtneſs and Goodneſs of this 


Scheme , but in order to ſhew the Reader the peculiar Abi- 
lities of this Writer, at once to defend the Cauſe of the E. 
jected Miniſters, and to propoſe ſuch a Scheme as is as little 
agrecible to their main Cauſe as to that of the Eftabliſhed 
Church. Nay, I think there is reaſon to judge that the 
beſt of them would ſooner have choſen the Continuance of 
the preſent Eftabliſhment than the Alteration of it into ſuch 
an one as is here contrived. For tho' this Author may ſay 
that their main Point was to deſtroy all Inpoſitions, and 
un ſcriptural Additions; yet T think it manifeſt that their 
main Point was to procure an Eftabl;ſhment much more dif- 
ferent from his Scheme, than from the preſent Couſtitution. 
_ © Laſtly, I ſhall only obſerve farther the Fruitleſneſs of 
propoſing ſuch Schemes as this to a Nation in which there 
is an Effabliſhment of many Years Continuance, quietly 


ſubmitted to by the major part of it. without any Appre- 


henſions of their own Eccleſiaſtical Slavery, above that of 
their diſſenting Prethren. To propoſe the Amendment of ſome 
Particulars in the preſent Eſabliſbment, in order to the 
making it more perfect, is what cannot well be complain- 
ed of. But to propoſe a Scheme which cannot be admit- 
ted without the entire Deſtruction, and total Abolition 
of the whole preſent Conſtitution, can end in no Good, as 
I know of: unleſs it be a good to the Chriſtian Church, that 
the Brains of its Members ſhould be (perpetually di- 
ſtracted with new Projects; and they tempted to deftroy 
2 good, and tolerable Conſtitution without the leaſt Like- 


lihood of eſtabliſhing a better in the room of it, or of ef- 


fecting any thing but the Confuſion, and Diſorder of the 
whole Nation: for that certainly would be the End of 
any Endeavours to eſtabliſh ſuch a Stheme as this Autho/ 


to 
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to the introducing it into the Nation? I fear the Proteſtant 
Religion, and all that is good amongſt us, would feel the 
fatal Effects of ſuch an Attempt. Is it propoſed without 
any Hope of ever ſeeing it ſetled? For what End then 
are Mens Heads diſturbed with ſuch Schemes, and theſe 
propoſed after ſuch a manner as if Compliance with any 
other Methods were not to be juſtified ? How happy 
would 1t be, if the Conſequences of ſuch Propoſals were du- 
ly conſidered before they were after ſuch a manner offer- 
ed to the World? But I ſhall not now add any more on 
this Subject. but proceed to the Third general Head I pro- 
poſed in anſwer to Mr, Calamy's Introduction, viz. 

III. To endeavour toſhew that there is nothing advan- 
ced in this Introduction ſufficient to prove a Compliance with 
the Impoſitions in the Church unlawful; and therefore no- 
thing 2gainſt the Lawfulneſs of conflant Communion with 
the Church of England; and conſequently nothing ſuffici- 
ent to juſhify moderate Nonconformity. 9 | 

I muſt here obſerve to the Reader, that if this one thing 
can be proved, this Introduction, were it never ſo perfect 
in other reſpects, is of no Importance in the Cauſe between 
this Author and my ſelf. For the main Point to be con- 
ldered is not whether the Biſhops have Aut hority properly 
lo called to make thoſe Preſcriptions which we are now 
conſidering; nor whether a more perfect Scheme than that 
efabliſhed may not be found out; but whether a Cmpli- 
ance with the preſent Eftabliſhment be, in any Reſpect, or 
on any Account unlawful, or unworthy of a Chriſtian. 
. How far Per ſons are obliged to a Compliance in ſuch Things 
a are not ſinful, for the ſake of Peace, this Author himſelf 
acknowledges to be a material Enquiry, It is fo indeed 
for it is upon the Refolution of this Oueftion entirely that 
our Caufe depends: it being impoſuble to juſtify thoſe 
whoſe Cauſe he pleads, if it be found at laſt that they are 
obliged to comply with the eftabliſhed Preſcriptions for the 
ſake of Peace. This Point is -difcourſed from p. 73, to 
p. 81. of this IntrodiFion, in which without doubt we 
may hope to meet with all the beſt, and ſtrongeſt Reaſons 
againſt ſuch a Compliance: and therefore I ſhall endeavour 
M m clolely 
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cloſely to follow this Vriter in this principal Part of 
our Controverſy. ON OR 8 | 
Before I come to the main Point, I muſt obſerve that 
he complains that the Regard to Peace ſhould be thought to 
belong to one fide only : in which Complaint I am not at 
all concerned, who have frequently declared that the Re- 
gard to Peace belongs to all, both high, and low, in the 
Chriſtian- Church and particularly in the divided Eſtate 


we are in, that Condeſcenſion and Compliance is the Du- 


ty of Superiors, as well as Inferiors. But I think he him- 
ſelf is very much concerned in it, who hath not proceeded 
one Step towards a Compliance in this Cauſe, having ever 
inſiſted on the Abztements of Superiors, and never once 
preſſed the Compliance of Inferiors. It is my Opinion that 
there is a Duty incumbent upon both in this Caſe: and 
that the Neglect of the one part cannot diſengage the other 
from their Obligation to regard the common Good of the 
Chriſtian World. ,So that it is this Author, (and not I) who 
hath acted ſuch a Part, as if all the Obligation to regard 
the Peace of the Church were on one ſide only. At what 
follows I cannot but wonder, viz. his declaring that to 
recommend Peace ſo warmly to the injured Parties, whom our 
Saviour bath exempted from needleſs Impoſitions, (whilſt Su- 
periors, will make no Condeſcenſions towards it) ſavours 
more of the Politician than the Chriſtian + unleſs he means 
only this, that it muſtlook like Deſign in ſuch Governors 
as will not make one Step towards it themſelves, to preſs 
Peace vehemently upon others. For ſuppoſing the Diſſent- 
ers the injured Parties, certainly nothing can be more a- 
greeable tothe Mind of our Lord himſelf than this 1s: 
who hath given no Man Authority to injure another, and 
fo hath exempted all from Injuries, and yet himſelf ve- 
hemently and warmly recommends Peace to the injured 
Perſons, and makes it their indiſpenſable Duty to be rea- 
dy to condeſcend,and comply, and recede from the Rr 
our of juſtice for the ſake of Peace, and Reconciliatton, 
whether the Ixju/ ious do their Duty, or no. Beſides, I 
think it hath been uſually eſteemed the Part of the Politt- 
ezan to keep up Parties in the World, and to this End not 
t0 
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to preach to the Ixjured concerning the Neceſſity of For- 
giveneſs, and Compliance, but rather to preſerve in their 
Minds a quick Senſe of the Injuries they have received; 
and on the contrary the Part of a Chriſtian in all Quarrels 
and Diſſent ious to perſuade the Injured, as well as the Inju- 
rious, not to inſiſt upon the Terms they themſelves think 
rigorouſly juſt, but to yield, and comply for the ſake of 
P:ace. Nay, this Author himſelf grants in the very next 
Sentence, that every Chriſtian is bound to regard Peace, whe- 
ther the Church or the State bath that Regard to it which it 
ought to have, yea or no: and therefore I hope it may be a 
Chriſtian Office to recommend it warmly to thoſe whoſe Duty 
it is to regard it; and that the more warmly fo neceſſary 
a thing is recommended, the more like Chyiſtian will the 
Recommendation he. But as warmly as Ihave recommend- 
ed Peace to this Author, and thoſe whom he defends, I aſ- 
ſure him I never did it with any Deſign of robbing them of 
their Purity, which he is pleaſed, in his Exceſs of Chriſti- 
an Charity, to charge upon me: but will eaſily agree with 
him in what he here ſaith, that Purity, and Holineſs are firſt 
to be regarded; and that no Compliance, which is either 
nateyially, or circumſtantially unlawful, can be the Duty of 
a Chriſtian for the ſake of Peace, or of any other good thing. 
Again, I find it alleged that it bath a moſt abſurd Ap- 
pearance to have the Peace of the Church repreſented as de- 
pending upon Things unprofitable, p. 74. and as it is expreſs'd, 
5. 76 upon a Concurrence in the ſame Opinions and an uni- 
form Practice, as to Niceties and Formalitiess Now, . . 
I. If the Peace ot the Church do truly, and that very 
frequently, depend upon Things ſmall, inconſiderable, 
and unprofitable in themſelves, the Repreſentation of this 
cannot b#abſurd, begauſe it anſwers to the Truth, and Re- 
ality of the thing repreſented : but the'contrary Repreſen- 
tation would indeed be abſurd, becauſe contrary to Truth. 
I confeſs ita Scandal to Chriſtians that their mutual Love, 
and Charity ſhould depend upon their Agreement in any 
Matters of ſmall moment. But if 1 find it to do fo, I am 
obliged to give as few Occaſions as poſſible to Uncharita- 
bleneſs, by Compliance and Conformity in ſmall Matters, 28 
; | M mY % far 
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far as Conſcience gives me leave: and the only Que ſtion 
here is, whether it be not true in Fa@ that a Difference in 
Modes, and Circumſtances of Worſhip, or in Things even 
of leſs Conſideration than theſe, hath been the Occaſion 
in all Ages, of great Uncharitableneſs and Animoſitics a- 
mong Men of weak Heads and ſtrong Paſhons. * 

2. That this is true in Fact I may appeal to the Hiſtory 
of the Church in all Ages, and to our own Experience 
in theſe later Times. In St. Paul's Time the Peace, and Inte- 
reſt of the Church depended on the mutual Compliances of 
Chriftians in eating or not eating particular ſorts of Food, 
in which, conſidered in it ſelf. there was nothing accept- 
able to God, but only conſequentially, as it might prevent 
many Diſorders, and many Inſtances of Sin amongſt Chri- 
1 This the Apoſtle thought of ſich Concern that he 

imfelf repreſented the Intereſt of Chriſtianity as depend- 
ing upon Chriſtians complying with one another's Weak- 
neſſes in fo trivial a Matter as this, and abridging them- 
felves of their Liberty for the ſake of theOpinions of others, 
or of the Behaviour they might occaſion in others, if they 
did not thus regulate themſelves. Suppoſing any one 
ſhould have alleged, that it had an abſurd Appearance to 
repreſent the Intereſt of Chriſtianity depending on ſo un- 
profitable Matters; I am apt to think that the Apoſile 
would have reminded ſuch a Perſon (as indeed he doth all 
who will take any notice of it) that it is the Duty o Chrt- 
ſtians to regard not only what Things are in themſelves, 
but what Conſequences they are like to have; that they 
are to anſwer for the uſe of that Liberty they enjoy; and 
that a goed Chriſtian will not inſiſt upon that in inconſi- 
derable Matters, when it may prove the Occaſyn of Sin 
in others; but will abridge himſelf & it, if he can by this 
means have any Likelihood of preventing any unchriſtian 
Behaviour in any of his Brethren. Ineed not give more 
Inſtances of this. It is manifeſt from the Accounts we have 
of all Ages. And accordingly we have found that the 
'Pitrerences of Men in Church- Government, Diſcipline, and 
Worſhip, have given the keeneſt Edge to all the Contentr 
ons àmongſt our ſelves. And therefore however unproffta- 
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He this Author may think Matters of this nature to be 
in themſelves, yet it is not abſurd to repreſent the Peace 
of the Church as depending on an Agreement in theſe 
things, becauſe it is Matter of Fact tl at Chriſtians have 
been animated againſt one another with a barbarous Zeal, 
by their Differences in theſe {mall Matters. Nay, _ 
2. The Writers of all Sides have acknowledged this, 
that it is a great Unhappineſs to Chriſtians to differ in 
theſe Things, becauſe ſo ill an Uſe is made by ſome of 
this Difference. The chief Managers of the diſſenting Cauſe 
have from the beginning ſpoken of it with Concern that 
they were forced to differ in ſmall Matters, and ſet up dif- 
ferent Modes of Worſhip.. And what 1s this but to own 
that a great deal depends upon an Agreement in Matters 
ſmall and unprofitable in themſelves; nay, upon an uni- 
form Practice as to what this Autbor calls Niceties, and 
Formalit ies. All wiſe Men have been ſenſible of this, that 
the ſmalleſt Spark may kindle the greateſt Fire: and therefore 
I am not aſhamed that I-have repreſented the Peace of the 
Church as depending upon Matters in themſelves of ſmall 
Importance; becauſe I have Experience on my fide, and 
the Obſcrvation of all conſidering Men to bear me out. 
Thus much may ſuffice in anſwer to what this Author alle- 
ges concerning the Ah ſurdity of ſuppoling the Peace of the 
Church to depend upon ſmall and inconſiderable Matters. 
I ſhall here beg leave to obſerve farther, that by con- 
ſulting the Pace of the Church, neither I, nor any ſerious 
Perſon that ever mention'd it, intended merely the not put- 
ting ſome Conformiſts out of humour by refuſing to do what they 
require to be done, as this Author ſlightly repreſents it, p. 78. 
contrary to the graveſt of his own Predece ſſors, as well as 
to Truth; but the not giving occaſion (as far as in us lies) 
to Paſlions, Hatred, Animoſities, and grievous Sins, a- 


mongſt the weak, and violent of all Parties, which are ſeen  - 


to follow upon different Forms of Worſhip ſet up in oppo- 
lition to one another. This is a Matter which deſerves to 
be ſeriouſly ſpoken of: and ſince this Author himſelf ace 
knowledges that the Peace of the Church, whatever it be, 
ought of neceſſity to be regarded next to a good Conſcience 
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by all Chriſtiaus, methinks it might have expected a more 


civil, and ſerious Treatment than it hath ſometimes met 


with at bis hands. | 

Theſe things being premiſed, let us now conſider what 
he alleges againſt a Compliance with the Preſcriptions of 
the Eftabliſhed Church, ſuppoſing the Peace of the Church 


to depend upon ſuch a Compliance; which is the main 


Point between us: and the whole Force of what I find to 


this purpoſe diſpers'd through this Introduction, I ſhall 
comprize in four Arguments. | 

Firft, I ſhall mention the Argument he ſeems to uſe, g. 
75. to this purpoſe, Ve are not bound to 7iſe and go to Bed, 
to eat and drink juft at the ſame time, and in the ſame manner 
with our Neighbours, in order to live peaceably by them. Ve 
are not bound to laugh, and frown,to change garb and poſture 
with the Maſter of the Family, in order to live peaceably in a 
Family. So likewiſe, We are not bound to be of a Mind with 
the Public, in every Pun@ilio, to ſhew our peaceable Temper. I 
confeſs I cannot but be amazed at ſuch Repreſentations 
as this; and cannot bur pity the Man who is come to ſuch 
a pitch of Prejudice, as to write after this manner in this 
Cauſe. For, 3 

1. This is juſt as if he ſhould argue, We are not oblig d 
to comply with the ridiculous Humours of all Men, in all 
things, therefore Chriſtianity obligeth us to comply in 10 
indifferent matters for the ſake of the Peace, and Good of 
the Chriſtian Church. Or thus, We are not oblig'd to be 
of a mind with the Public in every Punctilio; therefore we 
are not oblig'd to comply in any indifferent Practice for the 
Jake of Peace: for this Argument ſuppoſeth the things in 
debate to be in themſelves lawful. There may be many 
Reaſons againſt Compliance in the Inſtances he mentions, 
as the Impoliibility of it, the perpetual Uneaſineſs of it, 
the Inconſiſtency of it with our Health, or with our Duty 
to our ſelves in other reſpects, the miſpence of the Time 


I pent in them, which it is our Duty to employ better. But 
hov can theſe be apply d to ſuch a Compliance as We are 
ſpeaking of, ſuppoſing the Matters requir d to be lawful? 
What Relation between theſe, and Kneeling at the Commu 
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on once a Month, or procuring Spon ſors, and permitting 
a Child to be ſign'd with the ſign of the Croſs once per- 
haps in many Years? What ſuch Relation between theſe 
two ſorts of Inſtances, that Compliance may not be a 
Duty in the former, and yet be a Duty in the latter? For 
ſince it may be true that Chriſtianity may oblige us to a 
Compliance with what we imagine to be Weakneſs in others, 
in ſome Inſtances, notwithſtanding that it do not ſo oblige 
us in all, it cannot be a good Argument, to ſay, We are 
not obliged to comply in all things, therefore not in any 
thing: but the only Point is to conſider whether the In- 
flances of which we are now ſpeaking, be of the number of 
thoſe in which we are not oblig'd to comply : which can- 
not be prov'd from the preſent Argument, without ſhewing 
that they are exactly parallel to the other Inſtances here 
roduc'd ; without ſhewing, for Inſtance, that it is as ab- 
ſurd, and unreaſonable, as impracticable, and uneaſy ; as 
inconſiſtent with the ſpending our Time well, to kneel at 
the Communion in Compliance with others; as it is to dreſs 
and undreſs, to eat and drink, to laugh and frown, and to 
regulate all ſuch ſort of Actions according to the Nod, 
an Cuſtom of the moſt humourſome of Men. Till this 
be ſhewn, it is in all reſpects as good an Argument as this 
to ſay, We are not oblig d to ſing, and dance, and fiddle, 
and hunt, and dig, and run, and ſtand, as long, and as of- 
ten as our Humour ſome Neighbours: therefore we are ob- 
liged to comply in nothing for the ſake of the Peace, and 
Quiet of the Neighbourhood : the Weakneſs of which I 
need not ſtand to demonſtrate, But, ; 
2. In order to come nearer to the Caſe before us, Sup- 
poſe J liv'd in a Family, in which once a Week the Maſter 
of it requir'd all to come to Prayer, and to uſe the poſture 
of Kneeling at Prayer, Suppoſing it my Opinjon that he 
had no right to preſcribe me what poſture to uſe in that 
Duty; nay, ſuppoſing I did in my Judgment prefer Stand- 
ing ; yet when 1 oufe conſider that I can lawfully kneel, - 


and that my not Kneeling may probably be the occaſion 
of an Unchriſtian Paſſion, and Reſentment, and Quarrel, 
I ſhould think my ſelf oblig d to comply for the ſake of 
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Peace, and might juſtly. be eſteem d to have little regard 
to the quict of the Family, if I did not. Nor would it be 
any Excuſe for my Behaviour. or my little regard to Peace, 
to allege that the Maſter of the Family hath as little, in 


making it to depend on ſo indifferent a matter: it being 


2 poor alleviation of the Crime of one Perſon to ſay another 
is guilty of the ſame. Nor doth it alter the Caſe with re- 
fpect to me, whether the Maſter barely recommend this 
Poſture, or require it after ſuch a manner as that I ſhall be 
excluded from Family-Prayer, if I do not comply. Iam 
ſtill obliged to prevent the aforeſaid evil Conſequence by 


my Compliance, ſince that doth not imply in it any ac- 


knowledgment of his Authority to preſcribe mea Faſture in 


Prayer. Nor would it in this Caſe be ſufficient for me to ſay 


to him, Iam ready to ſhew my Good-will by praying 
with you once or twice a Year in this poſture, For this on- 
ly ſhews that I think the thing lawful, as a Declaration in 
Words would do: but removes not the occaſion of mutual 
Qunarrels; and ſerves to make others think me as unreaſona- 
hly humourſome in one way, as I think Him in another. 
3. St. Faul thought himſelf oblig'd to comply with the 
weakne ſs of other Chriſtiant ſo far as to confine himſelf to 
a particular Diet, rather than that the uſing his Liberty 
ſhoull prove the occaſion cf any Sin in them thro? their 
own Miitakes, and Prejudices, 1 Cor. 8. 13. Now by 
the Argument uſed by this. Author he might, I think, 
have excus'd himfelf from fo uneaſy a thing; and have 
urged in his own Juſtification, that he was under no Ob- 
ligataon to conform himſelf to the Humours of others in 
ſuch a Point. But he had another notion of Chriſtian Li- 
berty, and never pleaded that to exempt himſelf from re- 
garding the Conſequences of his Actions. The only Debate 
with him in ſuch Caſes was, Whether this or that particu- 
lar Behaviour were for the Good of the Chriſtian Church, 
or not, all things conſider d. Upon the ſame Principle, 
vx. the Intereſt, and good of the Chriſtian Church he ſhews 


| the Reaſonableneſs of landing faſt in that Liberty in which 


Chriſt hath left his Diſciples in one Caſe ; and the Reaſona- 
bleneſs of abrilging, aud receding trom it in others. Up- 
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on the ſame Principle he oppoſeth the reception of Circum- 
ciſon amongſt the Gentiles univerſally ; and gives up his 
own Liberty in the Caſe of cating Fleſb, for the ſake of o- 
thers. What I would remark from hence is, that it is the 
Duty of all Chriſtians to conſider not what Liberty, abſer 
lutely ſpeaking, Chyiſt hath left to his Diſciples; nor what 
Authority they have who pretend to preſcribe to others: 
but merely, whether our Compliance or Non-compliance in 
any particular lawful Inſtance be more for the common 
Good; the Peace, and Intereſt of God's Church, and the 
preventing the Sins, and unchriſtian Behaviour of other 
profeſſed Chriſtians. The Debate between us muſt be entire- 
ly determin'd by this. For neither can the want of Aut ho- 
rity on the one part, nor the Right to Liberty on the other, 
prove againſt any Compliance, without demonſtrating it 
prejudicial to the Church of Chriſt; and ſuppoſing this De- 
monſ{tration, there is no need of ſeeking for one ſingle Ar- 
gument more to condemn it. Into how ſmall a Compaſs 
therefore might our Controverſy be reduc'd, were this re- 
garded? For then it would come to this ſingle Queſfion, 
Whether Compliance or Nom compliance to the Eſtabliſß d Fre- 


ſcriptions be attended by the worſt evil Conſequences, en 


the moſt to be guarded againſt by Chriſtians £ And this is 
what.I have been hitherto labouring to bring it to...? 
4. If the Argument Iamnow confidering'be of any force, 
it muſt prove the unlawfulneſs of ſuch à Compliance as 
this Author allows, as well as of that Compliance which he 
condemns. For if this Liberty here pleaded exempt Chri ſ- 
tians from all obligation to Kneel at the Communion for the 
ſake of the good of the Chriſtian- Church, why not likewiſe 
from all obligation to uſe a Lĩturgy ordinarily preſcribed, 
which yet this Author in his greateſt Latitude declares a 
readineſs to do? Why not likewiſe froni all obligation 
to ſubſcribe Thirty Six Articles upon the Injunction of the 
Civil Power ? And if notwithſtanding this Argument theſe 
Im poſitious can be ſubmitted to, I deſire a Reaſon why o- 
thers may not, notwithſtanding any thing contained in 
this Argument; ſince they are enjoined by as competent 
an Authority, and Compliance to them would have at leaſt 


me 
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as happy an Effect upon the Good and Intereft of the | 


Cbriftian Church. | 0 

Add to all this, that the ſame Power which hath eſta- 
bliſhed one Form of Worſhip, doth not fo rigorouſly re- 
-quire a Compliance, but that Liberty, and Protection are 
granted to all ſcrupnlous Con ſciences, as they have been for 
many Years, and are now (bleſſed be God) likely to be 
continued to all Poſterity. This, I ſhould think, accord- 
ing to what is here {aid, to be a great Encouragement to 
Men, who think the Matters themſelves lawful, to fudy 
Compliance; and an Inducement to them to give up the 
Liberty ſo much talked of to the Peace, and common Good 
of the Church, and Nation. But I hope there need no 


more Words under this Head to ſhew the Unreaſonable- 
. neſs of arguing, that we are not obliged to comply in all 
indifferent Things for the ſake of Peace, and therefore 
not in the ſcrupled Preſcriptions : for ſince in ſome Things, 


(tho' not in all) we are obliged to comply for the ſake of 
ſuch a Good; the Eftabliſh'd Preſcriptions may be of the 
number of thoſe things, notwithſtanding any thing im- 
lied in this Argument to the contrary. - 
The Second Argument is that which I find here uſed, p. 
77, 78. that ſome of the Impoſitions in the Eftabliſh'd Church 
are pure Innovations upon divine Worſhip, as the Scripture bath 
fetled it, plain Additions to one of Chriſt's Sacraments, which 
alter the Inſtitution : and to comply in theſe for the ſake of 
Peace is to renounce the Purity of the Ordinances that Chriſt 
bath fixed in bis Church for the ſake of Peace. The Inſtances 
particularly named are the Uſe of the Sign of the Croſs after 
"Baptiſm; and the Uſe of Sponſors at that Solemnity: the 
Compliance with which is here inſinuated to be unlawful ; 
and ſo not to be ſubmitted to for the ſake of Pace. Now, 
1. This alters the Queſtion propoſed in this part of the 
Introduction entirely: which is, How far we ought to comply 
with things lawful for the ſake of the Public Good; not whe- 


ther we ought to comply with any thing wnlawful on that 


account, which I know not to have been affirmed by any 
Writer of the Eftabliſh'd Church; and therefore cannot 
imagine why this Argument is here made uſe of, unleſs it 
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were leſt otherwiſe what this Author had to ſay againſt 
Compliance might be thought to lie within too narrow a 
Compaſs. He hath ſpent his Zeal ſufficiently againſt the 
things themſelves in debate, in other parts of his Work: 
and ſufficient Replies have been made to what he hath al- 
leged. But however that be, the Reader might be left 
to judge of all Matters in their proper places: the only 
Debate here is concerning Compliance with things ſuppos'd 
in themſelves to be juſtifiable and lawful. It would there- 
fore be the beſt way to refer the Reader towhat hath been 
ſaid, in its proper place in Juſtification of the things here 
mention'd, But leſt this ſhould ſeem only an Evaſion, 
and fo prejudice the Canſe I am maintaining, I ſhall here 
add ſomething, in a very few Words, ſufficient to counter- 
balance what is here urged. Let it therefore be conſider d, 
2. That whatever is agreeable to the nature, and de- 
ſign of any Inſtitution of our Lord's, — be uſed at the 
ſolemn Celebration of that Inſtitut ion without the imputa- 
tion of Adding to Chriſt's Inſtitution in any ſenſe unlawful, 
or diſpleaſing to God; eſpecially when it is declar'd by 
all who uſe it that it is not, and ought not to be under- 
ſtood to belong to the Eſſence, and Validity of the Inflitu- 
tion it ſelf, Thus for Inſtance, The uſe of Vocal Prayer at 
the Celebration of Baptiſm is not ſo neceſiary but that 
Baptiſm in the Name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghoſt, is ſufficient without it; and ſometimes in latter 
times neceſſarily adminiſtred without it; as it pro- 
bably was in the very Firft Days of Chriſtianity, eſpeci- 
ally when great Numbers were baptiz'd at a time; for 
we read in the Ads of the Apoſtles nothing to make us ſuſ- 
pect the uſe of any additional Circumſtances. Yet the uſe 
of Vocal Prayer at that ſolemnity is practis'd by the Non- 
conforming, as well as Conforming Miniſters, becauſe it is 
eſteem'd to be agreeable to the Nature of that Inſtitution ; 
but not becauſe it is neceſſary to the Validity, or Eſſence 
of tt, This ſhews, therefore, that it is not unlawful to 
uſe what is, ſtrictly ſpeaking, an Addition to Chriſt's Inſti- 
tution. For tho' this Author is pleaſed in another place to 
urge that Injunction of St. Paul's, Pray without ceaſing, upon 
this Head; yet I cannot conceive how that toyghethy this 
p P vs oint 
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Point fo far as not to make Focal Prayer an addition to 
the Inſtitution of Baptiſm. For neither doth the. Apoſtle in 
that Paſſage ſpeak. peculiarly ot Public Prayer in a Chriſ- 
tian Congregation, but probably of Private Prayer nordoth 
Re ſpeak particularly of Vocal and Audible Prayer: nor can 
He be ſuppoſed to imply by this Precept that the Admini- 
Hf at ion of Baptiſm neceſſarily requires Vocal Prayer : which 
if it do not imply, it cannot be to this Myiter's Purpoſe, 
This Author likewiſe allows the Addition of ſome ſort of 


Sponſors: which yet equally comes under the Imputation 


of being ſuch an Addition to the Inſtitution of Chriſt, as 
he left it, as is not neceſſary to the Validity of it; and e- 
qually ſeems to reflect upon the Imperfection of his Inſtitu- 
tion. What I would infer from hence 1s, that it is not a 
ſufficient Oljection againſt the Uſe of any thing at that So- 
lemnity that it is an Addition to Chrift's Infirution, or 
that it is not neceſſary; which yet this Author ſeems to 
| think ſufficient; but that it is an Addition of ſuch a Na- 
| ture as is not agreeable to the deſign of the Inftitution,and 
takes oft from the acceptableneſs of the Offce to God. This 
is a very diſtin& Point from the other; and in order to 
ſhew that this cannot be prov'd of the Preſcriptions here 
mention'd, I have the two following Obſervations to pro- 
poſe. 1. It is proper, and agreeable to the nature, and 
deſign of Infant-Baptiſm that there ſhould be ſomething in 
theUfice appropriated to that purpoſe, by which the[nfants 
ſhould know when they are come to Years of Diſcretion 
that they are oblig'd, by the Covenant made in their Names 
at Baptiſm, themſelves to believe in Feſus Chriſt, and to live 
ſuitable to ſuch a Faith; or otherwiſe not to expect any Be- 
nefit from their Baptiſm. Now whatever ſmall Impropriety 
there may be in ſome Expreſſions uſed, yet ſince this 1s 
declared to be all intended in that part of the Office of Spon- 
fors fo much cavil'd at, both by the Church in the Fublic 
Catechiſm, and by the Principal Defenders of the Cauſe of 


pretation of their own upon this, than acquieſce in ſuch 
Declarations,” At leaſt there is fair Leave given to all to in- 
terpret this Matter thus; and conſequently nothing in 9 
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Conformity, it is extremely unaccountable that any Perſons 
mould rather reſolve to fix a ſtranger and harder Inter- 
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;5mpos'd upon them to #ſe, or to permit to be uſed, but 
what: is agreeable to the Chriſtian Religion, and to the end 
of Infant Baptiſm. 2. Nor is it improper, or diſagreeable 
to the nature of this Inſtitution, aſter the Perſon is Baptiz d, 
to declare him a Chy4tj:ian, and under the Obligations of 
a Chriſtian, whether this be done by Words only, or b 
other ſort of Signs only, or by Words, and Signs whole 
Intention is declar'd ſufficiently by Words join'd to them 
at the ſame time, Accordingly after the Baptiſi is com- 
pleatly over, it isagreeable to the [1/titution to declare the 
Perſon ſo baptiz d to be a Chriſtian, and as ſuch to be un- 
der all the Obligations of the Chriſtian Frofeſion, by ſigu- 
ing him with the ſign of the Croſs, and declaring at the fame. 
time that the uſing that Ceremony is to this Purpoſe, and 
to this only. This is all that is, or ever was intended by 
the uſe of this Ceremony, before which the Baptiſm of the 
Perſon is declar'd by the Public Ads of the Church to 
be ſufficient and valid. To ſay therefore that this looks 
as if Baptiſm were not compleat without it, when both 
thoſe who conform, and thoſe who diſſent univerſally be- 
lieve and acknowledge it to be fo, is ſtrangely unreaſo- 
nable. To reject it on this account, or becauſe it is an 
unneceſlary Addition to the Inſtitution, is to caft the fame 
Reflexion upon any Prayer, or Thankſgiving, which is e- 
qually an Addition, and equally implies that the Bap- 
tiſm already perform'd is not valid without it. And to ſay 
that it is an Addition ſo diſagreeable to the nature of this 
Inſtitution, as that it cannot fitly be uſed in it, is to ſay 
ſomething wholly diftin& from the preſent Objedion, and 
what J verily believe cannot be prov'd without putting 
ſuch an Interpretation upon it as thoſe who preſcribe and uſe 
it do. utterly diſclaim : a Practice indeed which hath been 
very much us'd in this Controverſy, but I think not very 
agreeable to Minds diſpos'd to Unity and Agreement. Let 
it not therefore be again ſaid by this zealous Author, that 
to perſuade Chriſtians to ſubmit tothe uſe of Sponſors, and 
of the Croſs, in the Celebration of Baptiſm, is to perſuade 
them to renounce the Purity of Chriſt's Ordinance, till he 
can prove that the uſe oftheſe TwoPreſcriptions _—_— the 
urity 
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Purity of the Ordinance ;. a Point which J ſhould think it 
would better become him not to inſiſt upon, as for the 
fake of the Proteſtant Church eſtabliſhed amorgft us, ſo for 
the ſake of thoſe whom he ſometimes glories to follow. 
In the mean while it is ſome Satisfaction that when ſuch 
fort of Charges are to be brought as prove a ſingle Com- 
pliance as unlawful as a con ſtant one, Recourſe is had to 
this Office; and no ſuch Charge brought againſt the ordina- 
ry Offices of our Church, on which our Controverſy chiefly 
turns, and in which all Chriſtians amongſt u are concerned. 
In theſe T hope I may ſay he himſelf acknowledges that 
there are no Additions deſtructive of the Purity of Chrift's In- 
fitution, unleſs he would be ſuppoſed to hold it lawful 
ever. to 7enounce that Purity by complying with what de- 
ſtroys it: which would effeQually take away all Force 
from that Objedtion of his which I have been now con ſider- 
ing, But then he makes uſe of other Arguments againſt a 
conſtant Compliance even in the ordinary Offices of our 
Church, which I muſt now proceed to examine. 

The Third Argument of thoſe which I can difcover in 
this Introduction againſt ſuch a Compliance as I have been 


preſſing is this, which is very frequently in the Mouth of | 


this Author, and particularly inſiſted on, p. 74. If a Con- 
pliance with ſome Things be requiſite for the ſake of Pace, who 
can ſay, where we ſhall flop * Muſt we comply with all Things 
uot ſinful for Peace ſakes What if Miniſters were obliged to 
preach with an Helmet on, to read always with Spectacles, to 
come to Churchon Crutches ? What if the Romiſh Ceremonies 
mn Bapti ſm, in ſolemn Feſtivals, in Conſecration of Churches, 


in Exorciſing, &c. ſhould be inſiſted on? Muſt all who will not 
comply be thought unpeaceable ? Or if the Obligation reacheth 


to ſome Things only, itis bard to fix Limits, and to give Rea- 
ſons for them when we have done. 

I. The firſt Anſwer I ſhall make to this wild Reaſoning 
ſhall be ny to draw it up in the Form of a Syllogiſm, in 
which the Force of it will the more plainly appear. The 


Obligation to regard the Peace of the Church doth not extend 
to all poſible Inſtances in which Governors may require our 
Compliance : therefore it extends to no Inſtances at all. If * 

* —_ l 
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be the Concluſion this Writer would draw, I deſire ts know 
what means his own Acknowledgment, that all Chriſtians 
are obliged to regard it next to their own Purity; ſinee 
this again deſtroys all ſuch Obligation. If this be not the 
Concluſion he intends, all this Argument ſignifieth nothing 
to the purpoſe. For if notwithftanding this there lies an 
Obligation upon Chriſttans to comply in ſonie Things, the 
ſcrupled Preſcriptions may be of that Number for ought 
any thing here ſaid to the contrary. Again, It is bard to 
fx the juſt Limits of this Obligation; or to point ont plain- 
ly to what Bounds it extends therefore what? Therefore 
there is no ſuch Obligation at all to comply in any Inſtan- 
ces. This muft be his Inference, if he deſign any thing by 
this Argument againſt Compliance. And I appeal to all the 
World of Chriſtians if all the Duties of the Goſpel may not 
be argued away after the ſame manner. For inſtance, it 
is hard to determine exactly what a Proportion of my E- 
ſtate I am obliged to beſtow in Charity; thereforeT am 
not obliged to beſtow any part of it. It is hard to fix the 
exact Bounds of our Obligation to Temperance , therefore 
there is no ſuch Obligation. It is hard to fix the exact 
Meaſures of Fuftice in all manner of Trade,and Commerce; 
therefore there is no Obligation to it in any Inſtances. It 
is hard to fix the Bounds of utual Condeſcenſion amongſt 
Chriſtians ; therefore there is no ſuch T But if this 
Author diſclaim the Concluſion I have fixed upon his Rea- 
ſoning. as I hope he doth, then it 1s viſible to Perſons of 
the loweſt Capacity that there is nothing in it againſt the 
Lawfulneſs or Becomingneſs of ſubmitting to the effabliſh- 
ed Preſcriptions for the ſake of Peace. For if it do not fol- 
low from it that Compliance in all indifferent Inſtances is 
unlawful, it may be true, notwithſtanding any thing here 
alleged, that Compliance in the diſputed Inſtances is both lau- 
ful, and our Duty. It may be true that I am not obliged 
to ſubmit to an Hundred Ceremonies for the ſake of Peace; 
et may be obliged, notwithſtanding this, to ſubmit to 
bree. It may be true that I am not obliged to ſubmit 
to a Number of indecent, and ridiculcus Obſervances; 
= I may be obliged, notwithſtanding this, to ſubmit to 
bree which are not ſo, But, 2. The 


* 


2. The ſame Argument will equally conclude againſt 
the Compliance of this Author and his Brethren with the 
Sabſcription required of them by the Civil Power, For they 
are no more obliged to ſubſcribe all Articles which may 


be impoſed, than they are to comply with all Ceremonies | 


which may be impoſed: and it is as hard to ſettle the ex- 


act Number of Articles they are obliged to ſubſcribe, as it | 


is the exact Number of Ceremonzes they are obliged to con- 
ply with: and conſequently, according to this Argument; 
they are not obliged to ſubſcribe any Articles; ſince the 
Magiſtrate hath no Authority, according to this Author, to 
inter poſe in this Caſe. If, therefbre, notwithſtanding this 
Obection, they think it reaſonable to comply ſo far as to 
ſubſcribe 36 Articles; it may likewife be reaſonable to 
comply ſo far as to ſubmit to Three Ceremonies. The ſame 
may be ſaid with reſpect to other Inſtances of Compliance, 
which have been propoſed in the Name of the diſſenting 
Miniſters ; but the Application is ſo eaſy that I need not 
ben .. en biete 

3. With the Leave, therefore, of this Aut hor I muſt ſay 
it again, that it is ſufficient Satisfaction to this Que ſſion, 
Where muſt we ſtop in this Compliance in indifferent (ir- 

cumflauces of Worſhip for the ſake of Peace Tor anſwer, 
. When our Impoſers preſcribe vain, ſenſleſs, indecent, ridiculous 
Ceremonies; or atrouble ſome Number of any ſort to burthenthe 
Public Worſhip. This Author replies in his facetious way, 
A pleaſant Fancy ! As if any Impoſers of common Senſe mould 
own the Ceremonies they introduce to be vain; or indecent, xc 
I am the leſs ſurprized at this, becauſe I have found him 
ſooften uſing the ſa ne artful way of making his Adverſary 
ridiculous, viz. firſt fixing a Senſe upon my Words which 
he thinks he can eaſily put out of Countenance; and then 
making himſelf pleaſant with it. This Thave reaſon to 
complain of here: for I know it's impoſſible for him to 
have been led by any of my Words to think me ſo void of 
common Senſe as to make the Impo ſers Judges in this Caſe: 
When I ſay that we are obliged not to comply when any 
thing ſinful is impoſed, would not any fair Diſputant un- 
derſtand this of things which ve our ſelves (not the In- 
1 | | po ſers) 


ere Pg gg coe K 06 s 0 . y%Y - «& mW 0 £ 4 on Me 4 - . 


— > —_— — HO 9 — — 9 
— 


|... 


| candid Reader will ſee from my very Words that I ſpeak 


N 
5 
6 
? 
4 
1 
n 
J 
h 
n 
'0 
'0 
f 
e. 
y 
A 
1 
2 


ſers)think ful. So when J ſay that when ridiculohs, and 
— Ceremonies are impoſed, we may then with rea- 
ſon complain of Governors going beyond their Authority; 
would not any one who was willing to underſtand me, 
interpret this of Ceremonies which we our ſelves, not the 
Impoſers, think ſo ? Or would any one, who is ſincerely 
diſpoſed to ſet Things in the beſt Light, invent another 
Senſe which cannot without the greateſt Abſurdity have 
been intended? I confeſs, tho? this Author hath taken no 
particular Notice of it, that with reſpect to the Point of: 
Compliance with impoſed Ceremonies, I have not expreſſed: 
my ſelf ſo clearly in that Page (P. I, p. 83.) to which he 
here refers, as T could wiſh. For I there-uſe ſuch Words' 
as may be underſtood by ſome to ſignify that Compliance 
may be a Duty, let never ſo many and odd Ceremones: 
(not unlawful in themſelves) be impoſed t tho indeed a 


this only of Ceremonies of which the worſt that can he ſaid 
is, that they bad better not have been commanded. But I take 

this Opportunity to declare it to be my Judgment, that 
there may be ſuch a Complication of Circumſtances, and Ce- 
remonies in Worſhip (which cannot be ſaid · to be in them- 
ſelves ſinful) ſo dettruckive of the SINE of Chriſtian 
Devotion; ſo repugnant to the End of the ſgygeral Offices 
of it, as that it may not be fitting for Chriſtians to comply 
with them on that Account. I wiſh indeed it were in my 
Power to determine exactly the due Number, and Quality 
of Ceremonies to be complied with, ſo as to ſatisfy oy 
Body concerned. But this is not the only Caſe in which 

we are forced to come ſnort. The like cannot be done 
with reſpect to any other of the moſt momentous Points 
of Evangelical Obedience. We can do no more than lay 
down a general Rule, which we muſt leave to the Conſet- 
ences of Men, as in the Sight of God, to apply to them- 
ſelves in particular Inftances; For thus it hath pleaſed God, 
even in this molt material Points, to leave ſomething to 
the Judgments and Conſciences of Men to determine for 
themſelves, that he may judge them according to- their 
Behaviour in ſuch Determinarions, as it is ttuly and tho- 

Nn roughly 
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roughly: ſmcere, and upright, ur drawn aſide by Paſſion, 
or Intereſt; or any worladly or carnal Motive. It appears 
therefore that I make the Froyle themſelves Judges con- 
cerning the Things impoſed upon them: which wholly. 
deſtroys s albtliciSercaſms of this Author, and returns them 
upon his own. weak, and groundleſs Miſtake" Ihallb only 
add that it is impoſſible, by by the Rule I have now laid 
down, for any ta judge Com ee with the efabliſbed Pre- 
eto be unbecoming a Chrifti- 
an. Auteling avithie Communion is the only Cnemony in 
Which all Chriians are concerned: and no one can think 
this, ſuppoſing it lawful, to be either indecent, or burt hen: 


ſome. Nor càn the Two othet diſpmed I mpoſitions, in which 


generally they only are concerned'who Kive Gbiblten; add 
to the Number ſo as to make it intolerable; Ihe 5, of 
theſe 1 am chiefly-concernetl aboht, becauſe hit belongs to 
that patt uf Worſhip in which: alt Chriſians oug nt to bear a 
5 but if any of theſe Charz@ers can befiked upon that 
Ce emeny; it will be proved unfit ever to comply! witle it, 
a8 woll as alway}, For upon this Suppofition it is as un- 
becoming a Chripian to comply with it once: Tear for the 
fake of Charity, as once a Month; whereas tie Perſons l 
am concerned With will not contend againſt it (thus far. 
The Reſuluggf v what I have ſaid is this, that the true va 
of arguing againſt a Com ppm with our Preſcriptions re- 
Gbd is not, to ſay, we may as 

well de required to compl with/number]eſs;' wan, 13nde- 
cent Ceremonies, as with the preſert, which foliage or that 
it is hard to fiæ che exact Mea ſures of Compliance, Which 
= cannot diſſol ve our Obligation to it in Inſtances; 
ut to prove that the particular Inſtances in which we are 


called upon to comply, are ſuch as it ĩs unbecoming a Chri- 


fliun to comply with, either for their Number or Qualit). 
Nothing but this can take off our Obligation to the great 
Duty of Condeſcen ſon, and Compliance and therefore: the 
Argument Lam Bow rer is of no forot for! that 
Purp oſe. 

- Bantbly, The 4, gume it againſt — which ſeems 
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his Mouth, and to be thought moſt ſufficient of it. ſelf to 
defend his Cauſe, is taken from that Encouragement Compli- 
ance would give to Men of impoſing Spirits to add more and 
more Impoſitions, and from the Unlawfulneſs of giving 
ſuchan-Encouragement. This ſingle evil Conſequence: of 


Compliance he thinks ſufficient to counterbalance all the 


good Conſequences of it, and as ſuch propoſeth it, p. 52. 


and again inſiſts upon it, p. 77. and agreeably to this, 


p. 79. alleges that Separation ix neceſſary, as it is a diſowning 
Thi Power which '7s r to, — fatly 
ſinful, when it is exerciſed in the making unneceſſary Pre- 
ſcriptions ; and as it is the only way of diſowning it which 
can be of any Significancy. This way of arguing:deſepyes ſe- 
riouſſy to be conftdered : and-that the Tendency of it may 
be fully ſeen, I offer theſe following Obſervations. -.; _ '! 

I. Suppeſing a Compliance to encourage an impoſing Tem- 
per in ſome Men, this is not a ſufficient Reaſon againſt it. 
Our Saviour hath made Compliance and Conde ſcenfion,. Ha- 
cability and Forgiveneſs, the Duty of Chriſtians; tho'.thele 
Virtues may be faid to encourage ſome Men in their pro- 


ſecuting the Innocent with Tyjuries :/ nor did he think it 


enough to forbid any Man to be injurious to his Mexghbowr, 
but like wiſe lays it upon the injured Perſon, not always 


to inſiſt upon his own Right, but to be fegdy to vield, 


comply, and forgive, for the fake of the Peace; and Quiet 
of Humais Society. Compliauce in the ordinary Uſe of a 


Liturgy, to which this Author ſtill profeſſes a Readineſs, 


encourage h an impoſing Spirit ': for according to bimſelf 
no one hath Right to preſeribe even that ordinary ſe of one: 
yet he thinks*this lawful, and expedient; otherwiſe ſure- 


ly he would not declare his Inclination to comply with it. 


Compliance in the ſubſcribing 36 Articles, upon the In- 
junction of the Civil Magiſtrate, who hath not, according 
to this Author, Authority to enjoin this, is an Encourage- 
ment of an impoſing Spirit and as this Author loves to ar- 


gue ſometimes, how doth he know but that this Compliance 


may tempt thoſe in Power to impoſe zog Articles upon 


him and his Bret hren? Yet is this accounted lawful, and 


fitting to be ſubmitted to, notwithſtanding that the NWant 
1 Nn 2 * of 
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of Authority in the Impo fers, and the Fear of more Impoſſ. 
tions, plead as ſtrongly * Compliance in this Caſe, as 
in the ſ:rupled Inſtances. It is manifeſt, that in the Caſe of 
this Subſcription they determine themſelves merely by the 
nature of the Propoſitiong to be ſubſcribed to, and very ea- 
ſily ſwallow all the Difficulties they urge mother Caſes, of 
the Danger and Unlawfulneſs of giving any Encodrage- 
ment to the Encroachments of an impoſing Power : which 
methinks ſhould-make them the more ready to own that 
the true Reaſons for Non-compliance in the Caſe before us, 
muſt not be taken from the want of Authority in Impoſers, 
or from the Fear of encouraging an impoſing Spirit, which 
will equally conclude againſt all Compliance, but merely 
from the nature of the Ceremonies actually preſcribed, 
But to refuſe Compliance in one Caſe againſt which theſe 
Objediious he, and to practiſe it without Reluctance in a- 
not her againſt which they equally lie, is not conſiſtent, 
but ſtrangely unaccountable - and overthrows the whole 
Force of theſe Oljections, by ſhewing that Compliance may 
be lawful, and honourable, tho' the [mpoſers Rave no Au- 


thority, and ſhould be encouraged by it to proceed in their 


impoſing Humour ;, and that it is Time enough to think of 
Non-compliance when the Impoſitions themſelves are ſuch 
either in Quality, or Number, or both, as cannot fitly be 
complied with by Chriflians : which is the Point I am la- 
bouring to bring our Controverſy to. I can eafily appre- 
hend that a Compliance may be unlawtul, when every one 
of the Inſtances in which it is required may be ſaid. to be 
ſuch as is not in it ſelf, as to the Matter of it, ſinful :; and 
therefore am not concerned in what this Author urges for 
the Proof of this. But then I think there can be no Proof 
of this as to the Caſe before us, but by proving the Impo- 
| fitions eſtabliſhed ſuch as deſtroy the End, or corrupt the 


Simplicity, or by their Number intolerably burthen the 
Celebratien of God's Worſhip, not by arguing from ſuch 


Topics as we ſee equally deſtroy the/Lawfulneſs of Com- 
pliance in tloſe Inſtances in which this Aat hor and his Fol- 


"lewers are willing to practiſe it themſel ves. Laſt of all, 


Suppoſing that a Compliance would give Encouragement 
$7 | | : to 
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to oy, 17, Tempers, T appeal to the whole World of 
Chriftians, if it be not a greater Evil to haye any hand in 
giving Occaſion to that unchriſtian Behaviour which is 
founded upon our religious Differences, than to practiſe a 
Compliance, and n from which ſome may take 
Occaſion todo their Parts tawards the/ preſcribing more 
Ceremomes in the Chnrch, The had Conſequences of the 
former Method are preſent, and apparent: the bad Con- 
ſequences of the latter are not to come till thoſe Perſons 
have carried their Point: nor are they to be equalled to 
what we have ſeen to follow from the former, upon any 
probable Suppoſition. And again, I appeal to all who 
underſtand the Goſpel,whether it be not much more agree- 
able to the Genius of it, to practiſe Forbearance, and Com- 
pliance till the very Time comes, when we find Men ſo 
encouraged by ĩt as actually to impoſe Ceremonies incon» 
ſiſtent with the End, or nature of Religion, and God's Wor- 
ſhip, and then to refuſe a farther Compliance : whether 
this, I ſay, be not mach more agreeable to the Genius of 
the Goſpel, than to refuſe Compliance at preſent, not becauſe 
the Ceremonies, now impoſed, are not fit to be complied 
with; (for this Argument ſuppoſeth the contrary.) but be- 
caufe our Compliance may occaſion the introducing ſuch 
Ceremonies ne g Forms 1n Times to come, as 1t may not be 
fit for Chriſtans to comply with. One thing I am ſure of, 
that in this Method there can be no ſuch thing as mutual. 
Compliance in the moſt indifferent Matters for the ſake of 
Peace, becauſe this Objection lies equally againſt every In- 
ance of it, that the receding from our ſappoſed Right in 
one Cafe (tho never ſO travial) will influence thcſe in Po W- 
er to invade it in others, in which it will not be fit for 
us to recede from it: a way of Reaſoning rather becom-' 
ing the Reſentments of the Children of this World, than the 
meek Diſpoſition of the Chzldrey of Light, and the Subject: 
of the Prince of Peace. 1 r 
2. All that I have ſaid hitherto hath been upon Suppo- 
ſition that Compliance with the ſcrupled Impoſitions might 
give Encouragement to ſome Men to attempt the intro- 
gueing more and more into Ged's Worſhip : but now T 
. | mult 
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- muſt obſerve that it is rather probable. that Compliance 
would have a greater Force to prevent this, than Mon- com. 
pliance hath. By Compliance here I do not mean a ſervile 
Sub mi ſton to every thing that can be impoſed, but a Con. 
pliancè joined with the free Uſe of our on Judgments, 
and a modeſt and peaceable Repreſentation. concerning 
any thing which we apprehend may 'in-Proceſs of Time 
be of evil Conſequence to the Chriſtian Church. Such a 
Compliance, I fay, would very probably havea better Ef- 
fe to the preventing the Burthen of more Inpoſitions, than 
ſuch an Oppoſition as hath been made on the Part of thoſe 
who have run into open Separation. In the firſt place they 
would by remaining in the Church have a greater Oppor- 
tunity, and Capacity of preventing what: they ſo much 
fear, than they can have whilſt they are out of it. In the 
next place, this Method would certainly have much lefs 
of Provocation, and Offence in it, than which nothing hath 
more hindred all Accommodation: for Oppoſitzon, and 
Non-compliance on one fide, more generally beget a zealous 
Oppoſition, and Non-compliance on the other, than Conde ſcen- 


Fon, and a yielding Temper, when it is manifeſted to be free 


from Baſeneſs, and Servility. And in my Judgment, this is 
the fundamental Reaſon for the general Rule of Compliance 
laid down in the Goſpel, becauſe it doth, generally ſpeak- 
ing, tend more effectually to break the Violences, and 
quell the Paſſions of others, as well as to prevent our own, 
than the contary Practice would do. Beſides, it is obſer- 
vable that even at the Reſtoration, when it was much more 
in the Vill, and Power of Church-Men than ever it is likely 
to be again, there was not one ſingle Cexemony added to 
the Church-Worſhip : which Obſervation as it is very much 
to their Honour, ſo it is ſufficient to ſilence this mighty 
Fear of more Ceremonies. It is not what one Man, or a 
few have {aid in their Paſſion, that is to determine the 
Reaſonableneſs of this Fear; but what is in the Vill, and 
Power of a Majority of rulivgClergy. And as Hxperience hath 
ſhewn that they have not hitherto once publicly attempt- 
ed to introduce more Ceremonies, fo is it much more un- 
likely than ever that ſuch an Attempt ſnould be ſucceſsful, 
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either in the preſent, or future Times: and is not this 


ſufficient to take away the Force of the preſent Oljedbion, 


wholly: founded upon the Fear of encouraging the | 2 
ſttion of mare Ceremonies ?; For if even as things ſtand at 
preſent there doth not appear to be . ill, and Lower enough 
to do it: much lefs will there be when a Number of Men 


comply who will be againft all ſuch Attempts. 1 ſhallonhy 
add, that the Remainder of any Degree uf what is here 
called the imnoſing Spirit, as far as I can judge, is wholly 


kept alive, and v gorous by the Method ſome have taken 


to oppoſe it: and would in all Probability have been 


made much leſs zealous than it is by ſuch a Campliance al 
bave been ſpeaking ft.. 


* 


n engt e 4 
3. To the latter part of the Argument now before me I 
reply, that ſuppoſing it f atly;finfa} in Governors, to,cxer- 
ciſe their Power in making what you call umnece ſſary Fre» 
ſer iptious ʒ t may, notwithſtanding this, be as flatly ſinful 
in Others to refute Compliance in ſuch Preſcriptions as can- 
not be ſaid to deſtroy the End, or Acceptableneſs of Di- 
vine Worſhip: as it may be flatly ſinful in any Man to m- 
vade my Right in a Matter of no great Impertance; and 
may likewile be flatly ſinful in me not to recede from this 
Right far the fake of Peace, and the Public Gad. Nor will 
it be any Excuſe for m/ Sin, that another is likewiſeguilty 
of — therefore that 3 
unnece ſſary Freſcriptions; it may be equally true, that - 
thers n — | becauſe the Unty 
of Inferiors, doth not merely reſpect their Governors z bur 
they are bound to regard the Good of the whole Church 
of Chriſt, and to take that lawful Method which moſt con- 
duceth tothe Encreaſe of Farce and Charity, whether their 
Governors have done their Duty, or no: und may be ob- 
liged to give up their Right for the ſake: of the HFuhlic 
Good, tho not for the ſake of their Goue/ nnn. 
4. Laſt of all, I offer this to Conſideration, that Cumpli- 
ance in the Caſe we are now. conſidering is perfectly conſiſt- 


ent with the diſowning the Authority of thoſe Who im- 


poſe theſe Ceremonies in this Inpaſtion, and therefore not 
. Nn 4 , 


invaded by an injurious Neigbbour doth not imply in it an c 
Acknowledgment of his Right to invade it: As the con- 
fant, or ordinary Uſe of a Liturgy, (one of which this Au · 11 
thor and his Bret hren are ready to comply with) doth not, MW a 
according to themſelves, imply in it an Acknowledgment ſ 
of any Authority in Church-Goveryors to impoſe it: As their n 
ſubſcribing 36 Articles (which to ſome judicious Perſons n 
ſeems a greater Grievance than the uſing 36 Ceremonies 
in Worſhip) doth not imply in it an Acknowledgment 
of the Authority of the Civil Power to impoſe this u 
them; ſoneither doth Compliance with the eflabliſhed Pre. 
ſcriptions imply in it an Acknowledgment of the Authority 
of any in Power to fix and appoint them. The Clergy them- 
ſelves are not obliged to aſſent to ſuch an Authority in that 
Senſe in which it hath. been oppoſed, or in any other but 
that which I have mentioned in the beginning of this Re- 
ply. As for the Laity, there is not the leaſt Obligation up- 
on them in this Point: which is fully ſufficient for the 
preſent Purpoſe. And how the Stifneſs of ſome Conformiſts 
can alter this Matter, is as hard to underſtand as it is to 
apprehend that a Neighbour's perſiſting to injure me, can 
render my Forgiveneſs an Acknowledgment of his Right, 
and Authority to injure me, But notwithſtanding this, 
It ſeems the Cauſe muſt not be deſerted, becauſe Separation 
is the only way of diſowning this Authority which can be of any 
Significancy. It is, I acknowledge, the moſt flagrant way 
of diſowning it; but as I have ſhewn already, not ſo ef: 
fectual to prevent the Evil feared , nor ſo free from ſuch 
evil Conſequences as a good Chriſtian would rejoice to pre- 
vent, as the other Method I have propoſed; and conſe- 
quently not of ſo much Signiſcancy in the Account of the 
Goſpel, or of the Law of Prudence. 713 | 
0 Thus have I impartially conſidered every Obje&ign I 
ean find in this Introduction againſt the =. of Com- 
pliance with the 2 Ecclefiaſtical Eſtabliſoment; and 
this chiefly with reſpect to the Laity; becauſe if there be 
nothing here ſaid ſufficient to keep them from rn 
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this is fully ſufficient to my preſent Purpoſe, the Juſtifi- 
cation of conſlant Conformity to the Church of England. 

But I find ſomething here added (p. 82, g3.) concern» 
ing Occaſional and Conflant Communion, which I muſt take 
alittle notice of, if I may be ſo bold without being repre- 
ſented again by this artful Writer as running into the com- 
mon Cry upon theſe Topics: He knows very well that T 
never charg'd the Practice of Occafional Conformity as Hy- 
pocriſy, but have publicly vindicated it from that Impu- 
tation: and therefore I am not at all concerned in what 
he ſaith on this Head. Nor do I argue that we muſt of 
neceſſity do all ſuch things for Peace ſake always, which 
we may lawfully do ſometimes. Nor do I draw any Ar- 

ument from an Occaſional Compliance with our Impoſitions, 
— what I ſhould equally draw from a verbal Conceſſion 
that Compliance is materially lawful. And what I ſay is, that 
the Impoſitions in our Church are of that Nature, and ſo lit- 
tle burthenſome, that they may honourably be conſtant] 
comply d with for the ſake of Public Good by all thoſe 
Chriſtians who think them, in the matter of. them, lawful. 
Now there is a very good reaſon why Occaſional Comm 
2201 is not the only thing which may be expected from 
ſuch Perſons in this Caſe, hecauſe that prevents none of 
the evil Conſequences of Separation, and removes not the 
occaſion of the Unchriſtian Behaviour amongſt us. The 
only End propos'd by it is to teſtify Charity, i. e. that 
they who practiſe it believe what they comply with to bs 
in it ſelf lawful, which eures no more Evils, and remedies 
no moreInconveniences, than a verbal Declaration to that 

urpoſe would do; and by the Confeſſion of this Author 
himfolf heretofore, hath added Fuel to the Heat of many 
on all ſides who cannot underſtand it. Whereas the chief 
End Chriſtians ought to have in their eye, after their own 
Salvation is ſecur'd, is to prevent all unchriſtian Behavi- 
our in others, and to leſſen as much as in them lies the 
occaſions of Hatred, and Malice, or any other Sin amongſt 
Men. It is not enough to be free our ſaves from theſe Vi- 
ces; It is not enough to be perſuaded that there is no zuft 
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Deecaſion given for the Miſtakes and Violences of others: 
but Fe muſt, in Inſtances of no great Conſideration, re- 
gede from our on Right, and retrench our own Likerty 
For the lake even of a ſingle Chriſtian, much more of 2 
great Number; even for fear of giving occaſion: to their 
111 Behaviour, much more when we are aſſured by Expe- 
vience that we do ſo. But (it is here added) for an) to 
gay that if I am with them at all I nuſ lie with them always, 
27 es if Man ſbquld tell me that if I can once, to fſhew myſelf 
- ſociable, and to ſbem that I: don't chunt the Food poi ſonous, 
eat of a certain Diſb of Meat which ſome are extremely fand 
, {muſt haue it at euer Meal, on 1 ſhall ſbew my ſelf an un. 
peaceable aud diſorderly Man, 80 likewiſe (p. 80.) a Man 
may lamfully hear a weak Preac ber: but to oblige himſelf to 
bear no other would be finfully to enſnare bimſelf. A Child may 
comply vith his Farents in taking ſome Diverſion : but to ſpend 
the greate/! part of bis time in it cauuot be excuſable on any Pre- 
4£ence,/| St, Paul comply d with Circumciſion in a particular in- 
gange hut had be done it always, he had ſubverted the Goſpel. 
Lhavealrcady. ſaid what is ſufficient to ſhew the little 

Force of ſuch arguing in the Caſe before us. But becauſe 
I would not ſeem to overlook any thing in this Introduc- 
tion (on which; I am as willing as the Author of it that 
the Hive of our Controverſy ſhould be put) I have the 
following Obſervations to offer.. 
I. If this Author would not, for the ſake of preventing 
the unchriſtian ebaniour of others, be confin'd in his eating 
I muſt tell him that he is not fo good-netur'd and con- 
Plant, as St. Paul Was, who declared ſomething} very 
- contrary to this, anf often ventured the health of his 
Body for the fake of his prak Brethren. Indeed the on- 
I Rule. as I have already obſerved, which be went by in 
ſuch Caſes as this, was the Intereſt of the Church, and 
the Good of his Fellen Chriſtians. And therefore before 
he be brought in as an inſtance againſt Compliance, it muſt 
be proved that Complinyce is not ſo much 25 the honour 
of the Goſpel, and the good of other Chriſtians, as Mon- con- 
pliance is. Ot hexwiſe, his Example can ſignify _ 
"a 20 N . or 
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For if Compliance tends more-to:the/goodof the Church than 
Non-rompliance; he would himſelf gertainly practice it, 
were he now alive. He therEfore that would ꝓroye any 
thing from St. Paul's Example againſt Compliance, mutt firſt 
prove the contrary to this: and then there needs ngt his 


Example againſt it : for he never was againſt any cmpli- 


ance but What was againſt the Intereſt of Chriſtianity, And 
againſt ſuch a Compliance we are all oblig d to declare both 
in Words and Pradbicſ me. ater art nb 
2. The Inſtances here given by this Author are not at 
all parallel to the Caſe in debate; and therefore cannot 
prove any thing againſt Compliance with the Efablifh4 Pre. 


ſeriptions. To eat of the ſame Diſh always" is a much more 


weariſome and burthenſome thing, than to Kneel once 2 
Month at the Communion, or to permit a Child to be bay- 
tiz d after the Eſtabliſn d manner once in nauy Yeers per- 
haps. Noiy tho he who ſhould refuſe to eat of the ſame Food 
every day for the ſake of Pace, might poſſibly eſcape the 
cenſure of unpeaceableneſs; yet he who would not com- 
ply ſo far as to eat of the ſame Piſh (which he 'acknow- 
ledges wholeſome) once a Month, or oxce A Vear, for the ſake 
of preventing any unc hriſtian Bebaviour in his Brethren, 
ſeems to me to have but little ſenſe of that Charity "whe 
fired St. Paul's Breaſt, and govern'd his Actions. 80 that 
tho a Man be not oblig d in one Caſe, it doth not follow 
but that he may be oblig'd in another very different from 
it. Nor is there any thing in the Compliance we are ſpeaki 

of which anſwers to the _— confin'd always to the” heay- 
ing of a weak Preacher tho, ſuppoſing there were, I muſt 
conteſs it to be my Opinion that à Chriſtian Who ſubmits 
to this Inconvenience merely ont of a Charitable Principle, 
for fel of being the occaſion of —9 thing prejudicial 
to the Chriftian-Church, ſhall not loſe his Reward for ſuch 


a Conde ſcenſſon. That he fully enſuares bimſelf is not true, 
or that he endangers his 'own 5 Fo ; for there is | 


otherwiſe Proviſion enough for fhat, and he is not under 

theleaft Obligation to be influenced by the Preacher any 

fatther than as he appears to ſpeak Truth, of which he! 
ien | (74 i Fr SOOT r r ? 2 here 
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here fappos'd a capable Judge. Much leſs is there any 
thing in — which bears any relation to a Child's 
complying ſo far with his Parents as to ſpend the greateſt 
part of his time in Idle Diverſions : for this is in ſuch 
ſenſe ſo finful as that no Cireumſtances can make it otherwiſe. 
Almighty God hath made the contrary the Duty of every 
Man: but he hath not forbid Kneeling at the Communion 
once a Month, or ſubmitting to ſuch Preſcriptions as hin- 
der not the regard to our own Salvation, or break not in 
upon our Duty in any reſpect. A Child cannot lawfully 
miſpend his Time, upon the Command of a Parent, any 
more than he can lawfully Swear, or Steal upon the Com- 
mand of his Parent, and Fra therefore can this come up 
to the Point before us? I ſhould have a very mean Opi- 
nion of the Dutifulneſs, or good Temper of a Child, who 
ſhould not oblige his Father ſo far as at hi: Command to 
ſpend ſuch a portion of Time in recreating himſelf, ascan- 
not hinder his Duty; or neceſſary regard to his own Sal- 
vation, tho' he ſhould ſuppoſe this matter not to come 
within the verge of Paternal Authority and yet this may 
be much more troubleſome than the Caſe before us. Leaſt 
of all is St. Paul's Noncompliance in things which, in their 
Conſequences, would have ſuhverted the Chriſtian- Church, 
an Argument againſt Compliance in matters which would 
have no ſuch effect; but we have reaſon to think the quite 
contrary in the opinion of the ſame Apoſtle, who eſteems the 
removing the occaſions of Vucharitable, and Unchriſtian Be- 
baviour amongſt Chriſtians a glorious way of edifying, and 
building up the Church of C 25 To fumm up what hath 
 beenſaid: It may not be the Duty of a Chriſtian to com- 
Ply ſo far as to eat of the ſame Diſh always : but yet it may 
his Duty to comply ſo far as to eat of it once a Week, 
when all the Neighbourhood meet to enjoy one another's 
Company, and when the refuſal of ſuch a Compliance ma 
bethe occaſion of great Breaches, and Hatred among! 


thoſe he accounts weak Brethren. A Man may not perhaps 


de .oblig'd to comply fo far as to engage himſelf ta hear 
none but a weak Preacher; yet may be oblig'd fo far to 


comply as to do things which bear no proportion toſuch an 


Incon» 
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Inconvenience as this. A Child may not ſin againſt God 
under pretenſe of Compliance with a Parent, or do that 
which he thinks unlawful, and inconſiſtent with his own 
Salvation: but yet a Chriſtian may be obliged to comply 
with others in what is not in it ſelf unlawful, and incon- 
ſiſtent with his own Salvation. In this Inflance it is the 
thing itſelf, whether commanded by the Parent or no, which 
is unlawful for the Child to chuſe to do. In the Caſe before 
us, we are ſpeaking of the Compliance with Impoſitions, 
which are ſuppos'd in the preſent Debate to be in them» 
ſelves of that Nature that a Chriſtian might lawfully chuſe 


them, and practiſe them, were they not impos d. But, 


3. What need there any more Words, when it is ſo evi- 
dent that if theſe Inſtances prove any thing againſt Com- 
pliance,they touch thoſe very Inflancesin which this Author 
and his Brethren allow Compliance to be lawful, and wor- 
thy of a Chriſtian ? For inſtance, If they prove againſt the 
neceſſity of Compliance with the preſent Eftabliſhment, they 
muſt likewiſe-prove the ſame with reſpe& to Compliance 
in the con ſtant ule of an Impoſed Liturgy z nay in the ordi- 
nary uſe of it: to the former of which a Compliance hath 
been heretofore offered in the name of two L hirds of the 
Diſſenters in England, and to the latter is even now pro- 
mis d in the Introduction before us. Whereas if the Argu- 
ments before- mentioned ſignify any thing, they muſt lie 
harder againſt Compliance in this Caſe, then in Kneeling 
once a Month, or permitting the Sign of the Croſs to be 
uſed after Baptiſm. Nay, How hard will theſe Arguments 
lie againſt Compliance in all Inſtances which are neceſſary 
to the joining in all parts of Public Norſbip (concerning 
which our main Diſpute is) againſt ſuch a Compliance, I 
ſay, tor the ſpace ot a whole Year, which yet. bath been 
allow'd of, if not adviſed, by ſome of the greateſt of this 
Author's Brethren *f For iftheſe Arguments prove a more 
extended Compliance to be either inconſiſtent withthe Du- 
ty ot a Cbriſtian to himſelf, or ſo intolerably burthenſome 
as not to be ſupported, or a ſinful enſnaring of himſe 
or a Subverſion ot the Chriſtian Church; I fear it will be hard 
to exempt an annual Compliance from the ſame Guilt, or 10 | 

| make 
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true, that they may hongurably be comply'd with by all 
Chriſtians for the Bake of the Public Good, and the Peace and 
Intereſt of the (Hriſtian Church. This particular Inſtance 
of Compliance, allow d by great Men of the Separation, Ithe 
ruth mention, that I may ſhew this Aut bur how indif. 
fetent a matter ſome v very confiderable Men of his own ide 
have thought a Compliance little differing from that againſt 


which hehath open'd as violently 28 if It would be the 


ſcandal of Chriſtianity, ati@ the ri af tic Goſpel ; and that 
I may move him to confider whether more modeſt Accu- 
ſations would not better become him if a Canfe in which 
ſv great a Latirode hath been allow'd of by his ' Brethren." 
have one thing mor ko offer peculiar to this Aut hur 
himſelf, and that is, that if theſe In ances prove any thing 
againft Compliance with the Eſtabliſp d Church, they will 
eaves room for the Cant Compliance of any Perſons 
for the fake of the Face of the Nasen beo, were his 
own Scheme reducd to Practice. For I cannot ſee how 
any Compliance can be hortourable upon this Authors Prin- 
ps les, but ſuch an one as is indeed no Compliance at all; 
Ut buitting to what we do in all refpects approve of our 
ſelyes, i. e. D dothg, nothing for the fake of any Bod ay but 
of our elves! Why: 24:1; Jv. 4 110 e& 

I remains on now that woe notice be taken of the 
Motion this Author makes, „P. 91. at the Hud of this Ditro- 
dion.” To which T have this to reply in general, that 
were all the things he mentions capable ofa ſtrict Demon. 
ſtration as true as any in the Mathematics, it would be a 
very great Abſurdity to put ſo i important a Cauſe upon 
this Tue, becauſe fo few of thoſe many Chriſttans whoſe 
Concern it is, are capable of nnderffandiingfuck a Demon- 


ffration of many of theſe Points. But to free the Reader 


trom the Cloud that this'Concluſion of the Introduction may 
draw over his Mind, 1 ſhall be more particular, | 


x, It 
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1. It is plain, therefore, from what hath been already 
ſaid in this Reph, that there is no need of proving that 
an Authority was left by Chriſt to any Perſons to make 
unneceſſary Preſcriptions: becauſe Compliance may. ebe 
worthy: of a Chriftian, notwithſtanding the Impoſers have 
no Authority. This I have pꝓrov'd as well from the Cons 
ceſtous and: Prafice of this Author and his Brethreu, as from 
the Reaſon of the Thing itſelf: ſo that, God be thanked, 
it is not fo had with the Q Hriſtian- Church that we are ob- 
lig' dan Conſcience to wait for Feace and Unity till alb that 
vaſt variety of Opinions concerning the extent of the A 
thority left, and the Pen ſonr to whom it is left, be-redueid 
to one common, and univerſal Judgment. This is the 
Subject of the 91, and 92 Fuge. 

2. It is demanded how far Compliance is to go, and 
where to ſtop. I have already ſhewn that it is no Ar- 
gument againſt Compliance in any particular Caſe that we 
cannot fix the exact Bounls of it, any more than it ãs a- 

ainſt the Practice of any other Chriſſiam Virtue. That it 

oth not extend. to all poſſible Inſtances ĩn themſelves law - 
ful J agree with this Author. But I thinſt it very certain 
that there is no ſuch Virtue as Complianbe in the Caſe now 
before us, if it be not to extend itſelf to all ſuch In antes 
as are conſiſtent with the Ends of Religion, and the nature 

o God's Worſhip : and together with this i remark that 
there is but one Ceremony, Viz. | Kneeling at the Comnumion, 
which is annexed to the Pablio Vo ſip of our Churab in 
which the Laity are concern'd, and this a poſture very a- 
greeable to Prayer which is then always uſed. I extend it 
therefore to ſuch things as are not only lawful, but of that 
Nature that Compliance with them is more worthy of a 
Chriſtian, all things conſider'd, than the refuſal of it; 
which Ltake to anſwer to what the Apoſlle meant by Ex- 
pedi ent in that Text here quoted, All thixgs are lawful far me, 
but all Things are not expedient : which words, if they can 
be ſuppoſed of any concern to our preſent; Cauſe, may 
juſtly be interpreted to ſignify amongſt other things that 

a Chriſtian is oblig'd to reſtrain the Liberty which he fang 

| Ra | poſet 


ſeth Chrift to have left him, conſider d abſolutely by 
Fimſelf and to give it up in many Inſtances when the 
zod of the Church requires it. TIE 
3. As for the Judgment what is. ſo lawful, as to be fit 
to be ſubmitted to, it miiſt lie entirely in the breaſt of the 
Perſons who are to practice Compliance. They are under 
no Obligation as I know of, but to take the greateſt Cate 
poſſible to judge rightly : Nor do I attempt any thing in 
what I have written but to aſſiſt them in that judgment, 
by removing ſome Prejudices out of their way. If they 
judge that they have more reaſons to think any thing 
preſcribed unlawful, than to think it lawful; it is my O- 
inion that no Command of others, nor any other Conſi- 
— can bear them out in complying with it. But I 
am not now concerned with any who doubt of this, but 
only with ſuch as think all the Circumſtauces of the ordi - 
nary Parts of Public Worſhip ſuch, as that Compliance 
with them is ſometimes both lawful, and expedient. 
4. As for the Argument I uſe for ſuch a Compliance as I 
am preſſing, I think it founded on the Will of God, and 
the moſt affecting poſſible to a Chriſtian Heart next to that 
taken from our own Innocence, viz. that it would remove 
ſome of the Occaſions of Uncharitableneſs, and unchriſtian Be- 
haviour from amongſt our Brethren : and therefore is more 
worthy of a Chriſtian than the contrary, which increaſeth 
the Occaſion of Sin amongſt Chriſſiaus. This ſad Conſe- 
quence all on all Sides muſt anſwer for, who do not their 
Parts towards the preventing it. The chief Arguments 
againſt a Compliance are conſequential : and therefore I won- 
der this Author ſhould ſeem to find fault with ſuch. Thoſe 
which he hath alleged I have impartially conſidered , and 
fo T hope have anſwered his Demands on this Head. 
Laſt of all, I muſt remind this Author that the Point 
between us is not whether a more perfect Scheme may not 
be invented than the efablihed one; or whether that which 
he hath favoured the World with, be net more eligible, 
I hope he himſelf would not venture the overturning the 
preſent Settlement, upon a Proſpect of ſetling his 1 
| m 
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Form : and if he do not intend this by x romiſing it, as 1 
1 ink h it is plain 

the 197 Quellion is, Whether Compliance With the preſent - 
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Defenſe of Moderate We, 


Have in 11565 Deatiſe, incl ina 7 Defen ſei imparti: 
J ally confidered; and” particularly anſwered to, ever 
thing material alleged by Mr. Calamy in the Firſt, 51 
Second Parts of his Defenſe of Moderate Nonconformity, 
There remains ſtill the "Third Part of his Defenſe, to which 
it may be thought neceſſary to reply: concerning which 


I have the following Obſervations to make. 


I. It is ſo full of Abuſes, and palpable Miſtakes, and 
Mifrepreſentations, that I would defire nothing of an 
Reader but that he would be ſo juſt as to lay before him, 


at the Time he reads it, what T have written in the Second 
Furt of the Reafonableneſa 3 of Conformity, to which it is de- 
ſigned as an Anfwer : — then I ſhould not fear the evil 


Effect either of his unworthy Reflexions, or of his ſtrange 
Miſrepreſentatzons. It is on the Account of the ſe that I can- 


Not return him the Complement he is pleafed to make me, 


that if he write again he will bring the Art of Chicanerie 


10 Perfection, (which is an ianocent Art) but muſt needs 
_ tay, that 


iche go on as he hath begun, he is in danger of 


bringing a much worſe Art to Perfection, viz. that ot A 


repreſentation, and unjuſt Inſinuation. 
2. This Author himſelf hath now put the whole of our 


cent upon what he hath advanced in the Introduction to 


«6 


the Second Part of his Defenſe, to which I have made a di- 
ſtinct Reply 3 in the foregoing Papers; and am a to 
T ave | 
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have the whole Matter brought to the ſame Point. Up- 
on this Account, neither be, nor any one elſe can blame 
me if I avoid a long, and tedious Diverſion to what mult 


be chiefly Perſonal : ſince all that concerns the Cauſes of 


Conformity, and Nonconformity in their preſent State, he 
himſelf profeſſeth to have compriſed in that Introduction. 

3. That I may not be thought wholly without Reaſon 
to overlook this Third Part of his Defenſe, I obſerve that 
the Second Part of the Reaſonableneſs of Conformity, to which 
this profeſſeth to reply, is digeſted under Two: Heads * the 
former of which undertakes to anſwer thoſe Arguments 
which were brought by this Author for the ejedted Miniſters 
continuing their public Miniftiy ; and the Second to conſi- 
der the Arguments propoſed by him in Juſtification of the 
Nonconformit of t e Laity. 9 T3 06577 + E. 

As to the e of theſe I went over every Argument 
particularly by it ſelf, and endeavoured toſhew that none 
of them were of any Force, without ſuppoſing ĩt more for 
the Glory of God, and the Benefit of his Church, all things 
conſidered, that their public Miniſtrations ſhould be con- 
tinued, than the contrary: that this was the Point to be 
proved, which, if it can be proved, I acknowledge for 
my part, makes theſe and all other Arguments unneceſſa- 
ry, and needleſs, being alone ſufficient to juſtify them. 
And now what Anſwer do we here meet with to this? Can 
this be denied, or not? No, on the contrary it is acknow- 
ledged, and ſometimes it is declared to be ſuppoſed under 
every A/ gunient, and I am taxed with a Fault in not ta- 
king it always into the Account. Upon which I take the 
Liberty to ſay, that this is a plain Alteration of the State 


of every Argument from what it was at firſt: and that what 


T have ſaid is true, that all theſe Arguments, either without,, 


or with the Proof of this one Point are inſignificant, and. 


fe and conſequently that this is the ſole Point to be 
inſiſted on in order to juſtify the Continuation of the pubs: © 
lic Miniſtrations either of the paſt, or preſent diſſenting. 
Teachers. And whether this one Point be made out, or 


not, mult, according to this. Author himſelf, be determi- 
UF: 8 


ned 


L Tide; and ſome Church-men on t 
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ned by what is alleged in the fore-mentioned Introduction, 

and in my Reply to it: and ſo there cannot be ſuppoſed 
any Neceſſity of multiplying Words in this place. 

nder the Second principal Head of the Second Part of 
the Rea ſonableue ſs of Conformity, I went over every Agu- 
ment by it ſelf, which had been alleged by this Writer in 
Juſtification of the Nonconformity of the Laity: and endea- 
voured to ew that they were not ſufficient for the Pur- 
pole intended. Now he himſelf hath compriſed the whole 
of what is fufficient for their Fuftification in his Introducti- 
on, and deſires it may depend upon what is there ſaid ; 
for which Reaſon I have choſen to make a very particular 
Anſwer to that, deſiring that the Cauſe I have undertaken 
may ſtand or fall with what I have advanced in this An- 
Wer. And on this Account every one muſt: acknowledge 
it wholly needlefs ſor me to tire the Reader with Repetiti- 
ont, and Matters purely perſonal, in order to vindicate my 
own former Rezſoings ; concerning which I freely leave 
the Reader to judge, provided he will be ſo juſt as to take 
my Senſe from my.own Book, and not from this Author, a- 
gainſt the Juſtneſs of whoſe Repreſentations I think myſelf 
obliged to give public Notice. Ae eie 
After I have gone over all the Arguments in Defenſe of 
the diſſenting Laity, I come to confider the Circumſtances 
which, according to this Author, make conflant Communion 
with the Church Eſtabli ſped to be unlawful: and this I do 
at ſome Length from p. 186. to p 204. This Part of the 
Controverſy likewiſe is thrown by bimſelf into his Tuts odu- 
Mon, in which he inſiſts upon thoſe Circumſtances which 
make conſfant Compliance with our Tmpoſitions unlawful; 
and accordingly I have followed him in my Reply to it; 
ſo that there is no need in this place of repeating what 

3s, at his own Deſire, transferred to another. . 
After this follows, in the fore-mentioned Book, p. 205, 
a Parallel between the Argungs of the Difſenters on one 
e other, againſt their Com- 


one with one another. This is not a Matter of abſo- 
lute Importance in our Cauſe; and was deſigned to make 


N 10 a 
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„au perſons, on all Sides, ſenſible of the Weakneſs of ſom® 
ſort of Arguings àgainſt mutual Coven What is ſaid | 


: 


to this Purpoſe! muſt particularly deſire the Reader to read 
f © in my own Words, becauſe this Author hath left out many, 
I may ſay, all the moſt material Paſſages in the Repreſen- 
tation he pretends to give of this Matter. I cannot expreſs 
. myſelf better, or more clearly, than I have in this Point: 
and therefore can only appeal to the Reader whether my 
© Repreſentation of it have been fairly anſwered, ot no. 
> Thus have I given ſome Account why no more parti- 
cular Notice is taken of the Third Part of his Defenſe : aud 
think it fully ſufficient to ſay that I follow his own De- 
1 ſire in putting the whole Tſe of the Cauſe, handled in 
P this Third Part, on my Rel to his Intyoduction. 
© 4. If any Perſons be reſolved to think otherwiſe, Tchuſe 
- Bf rather to ſuffer in their Opinion, than to weary out my 
* ſelf, and others with needleſs Repetition. Tet, for their 
p Satisfaction if they will, either in private Converſation, or 
8 by Letter, or any more public way, point out any par- 
ticular Matter, which they judge of Importance, in this, 
f or any other part of Mr. Calamy's Defenſe, paſſed over by 
me; [promiſe that I will impartially confider it, and 
f ſincerely give them my Thoughts upon it : tho* Tam not 
5 ſenſible thatT have overlooked one ſingle Point, which he 
* himſelf, or any of his Fiends can think Material in this 
0 Cauſe, Nay, tho'I have reſolved to trouble the World 
0 no more with Matters purely perſonal,relating to this Con- 
p troverſy; yet J am ready to give Satisfaction to any who 
b want it, concerning any incidental Point in the whole of 
5 what I have written: particularly as to this Aut hor's ac- 
3 cuſing me of miſretreſduring Mr. Baxter's Conceſſions in 
b. favour of Epiſcopacy (which he hath, againſt plain, and 
BH politive Proof, and without the leaſt Foundation, conti- 
Y nued to do in his Third Part, p. 200.) I doubt not to prove 
16 to any one, except himſelf, that the Miſtake, and Miſre- * 


3 preſentation lieth wholly on his Side. 


* . Laſt of all, Let any one but conſider what Mr. Ollyfe 
l 'Y #2th had Occaſion to obſerve concerning his Behaviour 
N to 


* 


Ke — 8 —— PEI 
2 1 
= 9 1 
4 
— 1 


Principles to my Charge as never once entered into my 
| THIS 


— w 7˙ ² B . ˙ w A er er I ̃⅛ uA ˙Ü— . ²˙— e rn tr tr 
= - 7 . N 
. 0 : * 3 


, * N a4. {2 24 : 
"= [ * » — 1 \ IT 7 
* - IT 2 F 
PL 5 [2 * id 
Fe + : * Ye 
n * 


4 7 / , . 
566 4 POSTSCRNIP I. 
to him; let any one but read his Performance, and: fee 
with what Inſolence and Contempt he often treats his 
Aver ſaries; with what Artifice he rather chuſes to make 


ſuch a falſe Repreſentation of them and their Principles 
as may render them odious to his Readers, than to ſtate 


their Arguments fairly, or anſwer them candidly; let 
any one but call to mind the frequent Occaſions I have 
found to complain of his laying, ſuch, Things, and ſuch 


Tb ts ; let any one but review his whole Behaviour 
from the very firſt beginning of this Controverſy to the laſt 
Word he hath written in it: and I dare ſay, cannot be 


blamed if I have ſo much Regard to-My,,0Wn Quiet àa8 to 


Jay aſide all Thoughts of having any thing to do with fo 
anaccountable a Writer for the future; at the ſame time 
heartily forgiving him every injurious, Word, and Repre- 
ſentation, whether deſigned, or not defigned. Were Ia 
Welkwiſher to his Cauſe, I would entreat him to alter his 


Method of 128 it: but if he be determined to go on 
as he hath begun, 


| h begun, he muſt not wonder if he ſhould at 
length raiſe himſelf. up an Adverſary,, who may handle 


bim as he deſerves. - For my; own part, I with bim well, 


$ 


and fo take Leave, _ 
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BOOKS written by the Right Reverend Father in 


_ God Benjamin Lord Biſhop of BANGOR; and 
Frinted for James Knapton, at the Crown in St, 
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T HE Meaſures of Submiſſion to the Civil Magiſtrate conſide red. In 0 | 


- Defenſe of the Doctrine delivered in a Sermon preach'd before che 
Right: Honourable the Lord - Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of Londony 


Sept. 29. 1706. The Fifch Edition. In which are added, 1, An . 


ceſſion · Sermon, preached: urch g. 1704-5. 2. A Sermon concerning tho 
Unhappineſs of Abſolute Monarehy, &c. 3. A Sermon concerning St. 
Paul's Behaviour towards the Civil Magiſtrates. pr. 3 6. | 


The Original and Inſticurion of Civil Government Diſcuſs'd vir 1˙ oh 


An Examination of the Partriarchal Scheme of Government. II. A De. 
fenſe of Mr. Hooker's Judgment, &c, againſt» che Objecbions of ſeveral 
late Writers. To which is added, A Large Anſwer to Dr. F. Atterbury's 
Charge of Rebellion: In which the Subſtance of his Latin Sermon is produ- 
ces, and fully examined - The Second Edition,” pr- 3 6. me dy 

Several Diſcourſes concerning the Terms of Acceptance with God. 
In which 1. The Terms themſelves are diftin&ly laid down; as are 


propoſed-ro Chriſtians in the New Teſtament. And, 2. Several falſe No- 


tions of the Conditions of Salvation are confidered, particularly of bein 
ſaved by Faith. Of truſting to external Performances. Of the Power 
Charity co cover Sins. Of Wag upon the Merits of Chriſt. Of Man's 
Weakneſs, and God's Grace; Repenrance- Of the Example of the 
Thief on the Croſs. Of truſting to à Death - Bed Sorrow. Of che Pa- 


rable of the Labourers in the Vineyard. Of depending upon Amend ment 


in Time to come. The Second Ed ition pr. 5 . | 2 
Several Trafis formerly publiſhed ; now collected into One Volume. 
viz. I. A Letter to the, Reverend Mr. Fleetwood, concerning Miracles 


Written, A. D. 1702+ II. A Letter about the Biſhop's Votes upon the 


Occaſional Bill. 1703. III. A Letter to the Reverend Dr. Francis Atter- 


bury, concerning Virtue, and Vice. 1706. IV. A Second Letter, in An- 


ſwer to his Large Vindication. 1708. V. A Vindication of the Antient 
Prophets, in Anſwer to Sir K B. 10 VI- Some Conſid erations offer · 


ed to the Lord Biſhop of Exeter. 1709. VII. Ap Humble Reply ro the # 
Lord Biſhop of Exeter. 109 VIII. Queries to the Authors of the 


lace Diſcourſe of Free-Thinking- 1713., To which are added, Six Ser- 
| mens 
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eomns never WE. publiſh's, f %y ns 3 che Bl 

of which Chriſtianity hath been My rs Oceafſion: Four Sermons con- 
- "eerning the Extremes of Implic'e Subjection, and Iufideli 8. pr- 6 5. 

2 Prefervarive againſt the Principles and Practices ot the Nonjurors, 
both in Church and State, or an Appeal to the Conſcieuees and Common 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Lairy. The Fifth Edition fr it 

The Nature of che Kingdom or Church of chin A Sermon preached 

»oþ before the King, March 31, 1717. The Fifteenth Edition. pr. 4 4. 

An Anſwer to the Reverend Dr. Snape's Letter ro the Biſhop: of Bangor, 
The Thirteenth Edition, pr. 6 d. 

An Anſwer to the Repreſentation drawn up by the Committee of che Lower 
Houſe of Convocation, concerning ſeveral dangerous Poſitions and Doc- 
trines contained in the Biſhop of Bangor's rel ervative and Sermon. The 
Second Edition. pr 4. 

An Anſwer to a Calumny caſt upon the Biſhop of Bangor, by the Reve» 
tend Dr. Sherlock, at the Concluſion of his s entituled, 4 Vindication 
of the Corporation and Teft Acts, &c. pr. 3 

Au Anſwer roa Late Book written by 2 150 Dr. Sherlock, enti⸗ 
ruled, The Condition and Example of our Bleſſed Saviour vindicated, pr. 1 6 

The Common Rights of Subjects defended : And the Nature of the $4 
cramental Teſt, conſidered. In Anſwer to the Dean of Chicheſier's Vindica- 
tion of che Corporation and Teft Ads. pr. 3s. 6d. | 

An Anſwerto the Reverend Dr. Matc's Sermon, inticuled , Chared' 40 

" #hority V indicated: In which che Fexts of Scripture relating ro this Sub- 
ject ate examined; the Doctrine of Sincerity is explained and defended; 
and ſeveral other important Points are conſidered: with a Poſtſcripr, oe 

cafioned by the Lord Biſhop of Oxford's late Charge to his Fe ak 

A Sermon preached the sch of November, 1715, N 
A Sermon preached the 29th of May, 1716. | ws 0 A 
A Sermon preached on St David's Day, March I-. 1716. | 
i, Sermon preach'd at che Funeral of Mrs, Elizabeth Howland, 1 19 
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The Works of William Chillingwerth, M M. A- of the > ry Ox 
ford. The Seventh Edition. In this Edition are added two Letters wet 
ten by the Author, never before printed, 

Several Diſcourſes on Practical Subjefts, being 2 one Sermons by 
the Reverend and Learned Benjamin Whickcote, D. D- fomerime Miniſter MW 
of St Laurence Fury, London; to which is added the Dr's Prayer uſed be« Wl 

fore Sermon. Examin'd and Corrected by his own Note: ; and publiſhed by 
7 Zobn Jeffery, D. D. Arch-Deacon of Norwich: In four Vols. 8vo. The 
Ed it ion. 

hy Sermons, on ſeveral important and Practical Subjects. By John 

Teffery, D. D Arch.Deacon of Norwich, 8 vo. Price 3 Shillings. BY 


